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INCREASED PAY AND ALLOWANCES FOR MILITARY 
PERSONNEL 





THURSDAY, OCTOBER 11, 1951 


Hovusr OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Paul J. Kilday (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. Kitpay. The committee will be in order. We have met this 
morning to take up the bill H. R. 5664 authorizing an increase in pay 
and allowances for members of the uniformed services. 

(The bill referred to is as follows:) 


[H. R. 5664, 82d Cong., Ist sess.]} 
A BILL To provide for an increase in the pay and certain allowances of members of the uniformed services 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) The following table is hereby prescribed 
in lieu of the table in section 201 (a) of Public Law 351, Eighty-first Congress, 
approved October 12, 1949: 


COMMISSIONED OFFICERS 












































| | 
Pay grade Under 2 | Over 2 | Over 4 | Over 6 Over 8 Over 10 
MS aE REE om [-——_—_- |---| 
0-8 | $973.72 | $973.72 | $973.72! $973.72 $973, 72 $973. 72 
pee | os | 816.97 | 816.97} = 816.97 816.97 816. 97 
EGE. 20. 47 | 620. 47 | 620. 47 | 620. 47 620. 47 620. 47 
A RR a Sr Te ie 501. 60 | 501. 60 | 501. 60 | 501. 60 501. €0 501. 60 
SEED 423. 23 | 423. 23 | 423. 23 | 423. 23 438. 90 454. 58 
2, ES AAT pe es 344. 85 | 344.85 | 360. 53 376. 20 391. 88 407. 5 
ae ERE: SS 274, 32 | 289.99 | 305. 67 | 321. 34 337. 02 352. 69 
a) Eee aad as ne 235. 13 250. 80 | 266.48 | 282.15 297. 83 313. 50 
| | 
Pay grade | Over 12 | Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 22 | Over 26 | Over 30 
2S ep icra! ee a: ee EE eae ilimor PE ES Cae ee 
0-8. . a $973.72 | $973.72 | $973. 72 | $973.72 | $973.72 | $1,002. 22 
4 TS | 816. 97 816. 97 816.97 | 816.97 | 845.47 873. 97 
0-6. 620. 47 634. 72 663.22 | 691.72 720. 22 748. 72 
0-5 532. 95 548. 63 577. 72 606. 22 634. 72 634. 72 
5. a RS OPE E> Sear 485. 93 501. 60 532. 95 548.63 | 564.30 564. 30 
0-3... 438. 90 454. 58 470.25 | 485.93 | 485.93 485. 93 
O-2.. 384. 04 384. 04 384.04 | 384.04 | 384.04 384. 04 
O-1_. 344. 85 344. 85 344.85 | 344.85 | 344.85 344. 85 
-_—_— — _ — —_——~ _——_—. ee sia ——— ae, — _ 
WARRANT OFFICERS 
> , | 7 | Aa erat c " ia | ye ‘att ie ieee 
Pay grade | Under2 | Over 2 | Over4 | Over6 {| Over8 | Over 10 
fet REET IR Dre, LTB rh, Bony REO Ee, a es Se, AnD) tae Meee Ms 
a | | | | | 
W-4.. et eee me ee os eee! ee $384. 12 $400. 13 
WER wees uate Pict an aaa 320. 10 320.10 | 320.10 | 328.11 | 336. 11 344.11 
Wee oo oe: ape -| 280. 09 280. 09 280. 09 280.09 | 288. 09 296. 10 
WE cts Soe 232. 0S 232.08 | 232. 08 240.08 | 248. 08 256. 08 
Pay grade | Over 12 | Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 Over 22 | Over 26 | Over 30 
| | SPRITES ROR Ye MRIBICST teu: cA 
i op EEE py CAR SR ae | $416.13 | $432.14 | $448.14 | $464.15 | $480.15 | $496.16 | $512.16 
Lb, ETS eS eee | 352.11 | 360.12 | 368.12 | 384.12; 400.13 | 416.13 | 432.14 
W-2 th RA AES thea dete. 304.10 | 312.10 | 320.10 | = 336.11 352. 11 368.12 | 384.12 
Wii bees den teats 8 | 264.09 272.09 | 280.09 | 296.10 312. 10 328.11 | 328.11 
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THURSDAY, OCTOBER 11, 1951 


presiding. 


Mr. Kiutpay. The committee will be in order. 


HovuskE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Paul J. Kilday (chairman) 


We have met this 


morning to take up the bill H. R. 5664 authorizing an increase in pay 
and allowances for members of the uniformed services. 
(The bill referred to is as follows:) 


(H. R. 5664, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To provide for an increase in the pay and certain allowances of members of the uniformed services 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) The following table is hereby prescribed 
in lieu of the table in section 201 (a) of Public Law 351, Eighty-first Congress, 
approved October 12, 1949: 


COMMISSIONED OFFICERS 
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Pay grade Under 2 | Over 2 Over 4 Over 6 Over 8 Over 10 
| 
| 
ORR a, oe Seer | $973.72} $973.72 $973.72 | $973. 72 $973, 72 $973. 72 
0-7....- ae 816.97 | 816. 97 $16.97 ! 816. 97 816.97 816. 97 
0-6... siomtobaeamtin aia saa 620. 47 |} 620. 47 620, 47 | 620. 47 620. 47 620. 47 
ean SEF BSS EEL 501. 60 | 501. 60 501. 60 | 501. 60 501. €0 501. 60 
0 ESE ee Ee See 423. 23 | 423. 23 423. 23 | 423. 23 | 438. 90 454. 58 
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eek eee : 235. 13 | 250. 80 266.48 | 282.15 297. 83 313. 50 
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| | | | | | 
Pay grade | Over 12 | Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 Over 22 | Over 26 | Over 30 
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| | | | 
0-8. . --| $973.72 | $973.72 | $073.72 | $973.72 | $973.72 | $973.72 | $1,002. 22 
jee pe aa Oe es -| 816.97 | 816.97 | 816.97 816.97 | 816.97 845. 47 873. 97 
1” hae ‘ -| 620.47 | 620. 47 634. 72 663. 22 691. 72 720. 22 748. 72 
O-5_. .-| 517.28 | 532.95 | 548. 63 577.72 606. 22 634. 72 634. 72 
i SEE SS ere: | 470.25 | 485.93 501. 60 532. 95 548. 63 564. 30 564. 30 
0-3... 423.23 | 438.90 454. 58 470.25 | 485.93 485. 93 485. 93 
O-2.. 368.37 | 384.04} 384.04 384.04 | 384.04 | 384.04 384. 04 
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ENLISTED PERSONS 

















| 
Pay grade | Under 2 | Over 2 | Over 4 | Over 6 Over 8 Over 10 
LCS | $218.30 | - $218.80 $226.38 | $234.47} $242.55 | $250. 64 
E-6_... eee 185. 96 | 185. 96 194. 04 | 202. 13 210. 21 | 218. 30 
E-5 = 153. 62 | 161.70 | 169. 79 | 177. 87 185. 96 | 194. 04 
E-4 | 129. 36 | 137. 45 | 145. 53 153. 62 | 161.70 | 169. 79 
E-3 a 105.11 | 113.19 | 121. 28 | 129. 36 | 137. 45 145. 53 
E-2 90. 75 | 99.00 | 107, 25 115.50 | 123. 75 | 132. 00 
E-1 (over 4 months) ___- 88.00 | 96. 25 | 104. 50 | 104. 50 104. 50 | 104. 5 
E-1 (under 4 months) __- 82. 50 j.....- za ae -| me 
| 
Pay grade Over 12 Over 14 | Over 16 Over 18 Over 22 | Over 26 | Over 30 
Siientniaeiniiaphahinadainds a eT Se Nic UAE Sece Letee e, aad et FS 
= ? | | | 

7 _-| $258.72 | $266.81 | $274.89 | $291.06 | $307.23} $323.40 | $323.40 

6 | “906.38 | 234.47] 242.551 958.72] 274.891 274.891 274.89 

5 | 202.13 210. 21 218. 30 234. 47 250.64 | 250. 64 250. 64 

4 177. 87 185. 96 194. 04 210. 21 210.21 | 210.21 210. 21 

3 153. 62. 161. 70 161. 70 161.70 | 161.70 | 161.70 | 161. 70 

2 32. 00 132. 00 132.00 132.00 132.00 |} = 132.00 | 132. 00 

1 (over 4 months 104. 50 104.50 | = 104. 50 104.50} 104.50] 104.50 | 104. 50 

1 (under 4 months ‘ es (Seep e te. (Ose ae, a nete. OT Ale, CRE 


(b) The following table is hereby prescribed in lieu of the table in section 302 (f) 








of Public Law 351, Eighty-first Congress, approved October 12, 1949, as amended 
by section 3 of Public Law 771, Eighty-first Congress, approved September 8, 
1950: 

BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR QUARTERS 








Pay grade | With depend- | Without 
| ents dependents 
i 
0-8... - $165.00 | $132. 
0-7... 165.00 | 132. 00 
0-6_. 132.00 | 115. 5 
O-5 132.00 | 99. 00 
O-4 115. 50 | 90. 75 
0-3 99.00 | 82. 5 
0-2 00.75 | 74. 25 
0-1... 82. 50 66. 00 
Ww-4 115.50 | 90. 7 
Ww-3 99. 00 82. 50 
W-2 3 j 90. 75 | 74, 25 
W-1l 82.50 | 66.00 
{ 
Pay grade Not over 2 Over 2 de- 
dependents pendents 
— a nt ae a ae m ae —- 
E-7.. : $74. 25 | $93. 60 
E-6__ 74. 25 | 93. 60 
E-5 a 74, 25 | 93. 60 
E-4... Ze Bate a DIE cae eee 74.45 | 93. 60 
Pay grade Pine oe bi tieiien 1 Severe 
1 dependent 2 dependents | pendents 
| | 
eee ae See ne ee ene ee ee et SRR. (coUmee eens 
atthe ; | $49. 50 | $74. 25 | $93. 60 
_- ae ee 49, 50 | 74. 25 | 93. 60 
_S eee i At ee 49. 50 | 74, 25 | 93. 60 





(c) The basic allowance for subsistence as provided in section 301 (e) of Publie 
Law 351, Eighty-first Congress, approved October 12, 1949, except the amount 
payable to enlisted persons when permission to mess separately is granted, is 
hereby increased by 10 per centum. 

(d) The rates of pay prescribed in sections 508, 527, and 528 of Public Law 351, 
Righty-first Congress, approved October 12, 1949, are hereby increased by 10 
per centum. 

(e) The basic allowance for quarters as provided in subsection 302 (g) of Public 
Law 351, Eighty-first Congress, approved October 12, 1949, as amended by section 
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4 of Public Law 771, Eighty-first Congress, approved September 8, 1950, is hereby 
increased by 10 per ‘centum. 

Src. 2. Members and former members of the uniformed services entitled to 
receive retired pay, retirement pay, retainer pay, or equivalent pay shall have 
such pay computed as authorized by law on the basis of rates of pay as increased 
by this Act unless otherwise entitled to a higher retired pay, retirement pay, 
retainer pay, or equivalent pay under other provisions of law. 

Sec. 3. The provisions of this Act shall be effective July 1, 1951. 

Mr. Kintpay. We are glad to have with us this morning the Secre- 
tary of Defense, Mr. Lov ett, whom we shall hear at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT A. LOVETT, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


Mr. Loverr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am appearing before you this morning to urge favorable action 
upon the legislation proposed by the Department of Defense, which 
would authorize increased pay and allowances for military personnel. 

Two years ago, after a thorough and extensive study, this committee 
favorably reported to the House the legislation which became the 
Career Compensation Act of 1949. That represented a long-overdue 
revision of the then outdated principles upon which military pay was 
based. It established a permanent and well-integrated pattern of pay 
and allowances for the various enlisted and officers grades of the 
military services, and their relationship to the compensation paid 
those with similar responsibilities in business, industry, and in the 
Government. 

The Career Compensation Act of 1949 was based upon the recom- 
mendation of a Commission appointed by Secretary of Defense 
Forrestal under the chairmanship of Mr. Charles R. Hook. It was 
not the plan of this Commission merely to provide pay for members of 
the armed services adequate to meet. their needs as measured by the 
economic situation at that time, but rather to establish a pattern of 
pay which should not be regarded as fixed but should be susceptible to 
percentage increases and decreases “in accordance with general 
economic trends.” 

The Department of Defense, in making the current recommenda- 
tion, wishes to make it very clear that it regards the pattern and inter- 
relationship established by the Career Compensation Act as a fair 
criteria for governing the pay of personnel in the military forces and 
would like under no circumstances to be construed as recommending 
that that pattern be upset or in any way distorted. The legislation 
before you is designed entirely and solely, through percentage adjust- 
ment, to bring the pay scales prescribed by the Career Compensation 
Act back into harmony with the pay scales now paid to individuals in 
business, industry, and Government. 

I do not intend to waste the time of the committee by submitting 
elaborate statistics or arguments to demonstrate that the cost of 
living in the United States has increased since 1949. It is well- 
established that the average cost-of-living increase since 1949 is 
approximately 10 percent. This is demonstrated by the Consumers’ 
Price Index of the Bureau of Labor Statistics and was reflected in the 
action of the Office of Defense Mobilization permitting a 10-percent 
increase in industrial pay. 

Both Houses of Congress have recognized the increased rise in cost 
of living and have voted legislation granting percentage increases for 
civilian employees of the Government. 
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The rise in cost of living has been no less a hardship on the members 
of the Armed Forces than it has on civilian employees of the Govern- 
ment and workers in industry. In fact, it has resulted in additional 
increased hardships peculiar to our uniformed personnel, because of 
the increased costs of transportation, acute housing shortages at mili- 
tary posts, and problems arising from the dislocation of family units 
and separation of dependents from the wage earner due to the exi- 
gencies of military service. 

In the last year both the executive and legislative branches of the 
Government have been deeply concerned over the costs of the mobili- 
zation effort and the price that must be paid to maintain freedom of 
the world in a time of rising communistic aggression. We are doing 
everything in our power to avoid unnecessary costs. I would not 
appear before you this morning—my first appearance as Secretary of 
Defense before your committee—were I not sincerely convinced that 
this is one item of mobilization expense that is essential. I sincerely 
believe that an increase of approximately 10 percent in the compensa- 
tion of all members of the Armed Forces is necessary at this time to 
alleviate financial hardship imposed upon them generally by the rise 
in cost of living and to sustain their morale in the light of increases 
granted to industry and other Government employees. 

That is my formal statement, Mr. Chairman. I have with me 
Secretary Rosenberg, who has specialized in this field and who will be 
prepared to present details with respect to the categories, as you may 
wish. 

Mr. Kinpay. Mr. Secretary, we are particularly glad to see you 
here, as this is your first appearance before the committee since 
assuming your present office. For myself I can say—and I think T 
can say it for all of the committee—that I was very pleased to see you 
so designated. 

Secretary Loverr. Thank you very much; I appreciate that, Mr. 
Chairman 

Mr. Kitpay. I would not want to burden you with technical details, 
which I am sure we can get from others in the Department, but I 
would like to ask you a few over-all questions of basic policy in con- 
nection with the bill. Of course, I concur in what you have said as 
to the Hook Commission work and the bill which followed it and 
which became known as the Career Compensation Act. 

I note your statement that this provides a percentage-wise increase 
over the rates in the Career Compensation Act and in your letter to 
the committee transmitting the bill, you quoted several statements 
from the Hook Commission Report. 

On that phase of the matter, in the debates on this bill, we referred 
several times to the fact that this was a revision that had been deferred 
for some 40 years; this was a new alinement of pay scales which would 
be susceptible of increase or decrease without the inequities or in- 
equalities which had grown up over a long period of years by way of 
patchwork on pay bills. 

I am personally concerned with the provision with respect to a 
ceiling of $800 increase. I would like to have your comment on 
whether that does not of itself constitute a distortion of the Hook 
Commission report and the Career Compensation Act. 

Secretary Loverr. I think it does, Mr. Chairman. It is a very 
difficult choice to make. We in the services and in the Department 
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did not like the idea of that ceiling. We were advised, however, by 
budget officers outside that from a practical point of view it would be 
well to consider the intent of Congress as had been evidenced in the 
limit in the acts relating to salaries of civilian employees. It is a 
matter in which the guidance of the committee would be most help- 
ful. It represents a saving of some amount, but my personal opinion 
is, sir, that it represents or would represent an unfortunate departure 
from the strict interpretation of the so-called Hook report. 

Mr. Kixpay. From others in the Department we will develop the 
question of the additional cost or saving due to this limitation. Of 
course, whether it is proper legislative policy, it is a fact that the pay 
systems of civilian personnel and military personnel are and always 
have been different? 

Secretary Loverr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Kiupay. So that there is no point in attempting in this case to 
bring them into line on that one phase? 

Secretary Loverr. No, Mr. Chairman; I do not think there is. 
There is a question of the practicality of attempting to interpret the 
intent of Congress, however, and we had hoped that the committee 
would explore whatever factors they thought pertinent, and that we 
would rely largely on the committee’s judgment. 

Mr. Kitpay. Of course, we appreciate the practicalities of the sit- 
uation also. As to the cost of living, while the impact of that may 
not be as great on a person in a higher income bracket, I think you 
would agree that the impact is still there. It may not be necessarily 
a hardship, but our whole system of pay, providing higher pay for 
those in the higher brackets, has taken into consideration the station 
of life in which the individuals have to live, and so on. As the cost 
of living goes up, it affects them in direct ratio. 

Secretary Lovetrr. That is correct, Mr. Chairman, it does. As a 
matter of fact, the savings that might be made by the application of 
that ceiling would be rather small, something in the order of $450,000 

Mr. Kiupay. I understand that. Of course, a $5 increase for a 
private amounts to a whole lot more money than a $1,000 increase 
for the generals, because there are so many more of the privates. 

Secretary Loverr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. I would like to call attention to the fact that at the 
time the Hook Commission was appointed and when it was at work, 
and when we considered the Career Compensation Act, a gimmick, of 
this kind was in the permanent law for a period of 15 or 20 years and 
it had caused difficulty; I know that it had ever since I had been a 
member of the military committees. There was a ceiling which in 
many instances resulted in an actual money decrease, for instance, 
when a man was promoted from lieutenant colonel to colonel. I am 
afraid this gets us right back to one of the major elements that was 
eliminated in the career compensation bill. 

Secretary Loverr. I do not feel at all happy about it, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. One more point. The bill is retroactive to July 1, 
1951. Congress traditionally has been allergic to retroactive pay 
increases. I would like to have vour comment on that. 

Secretary Loverr. It was our hope that we might provide some- 
what more equitable treatment for the military personnel by making 
it retroactive in order to pick up the lag as compared with the relief 
given to civilians both in Government and in industry. That is a 
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matter again in which the judgment of the committee would, of course, 
be controlling with us. Again, there is a certain practical element 
involved. 

Mr. Kinpay. Of course, we did that in connection with the postal 
employees, but there is one big factor there which is not present in 
this case. That proposal was pending in the Committee on the Post 
Office and Civil Service for many months before it was brought out. 
This bill has just been filed. It was filed the day before yesterday. 
There is another point. If you make it retroactive, there are a great 
many men who have died in action and a great many who have been 
separated from the service since that date, a condition which would 
not be present with civilian employees, and it would produce a costly 
and difficult administrative situation. 

Secretary Loverr. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. That was one 
of the items which were considered when we had the hearings in the 
Department on this matter. There again I think it is a question of 
ihe number, of the magnitude in relation to the over-all desirability 
of an increase of some sort. 

Mr. Kitpay. I believe those are the only two points I wanted 
developed. Mr. Short, have you any questions? 

Mr. Snort. The total cost of this proposed legislation, Mr. Secre- 
tarv, would be a little in excess of $800 million, is that right? 

Secretary Loverr. Yes, sir; I think it is $819,800,000 as presently 
estimated. 

Mr. Suorr. Mr. Secretary, as the only minority member present 
here this morning, I want to concur most heartily in the comments 
of the chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. Kilday, when he said that 
we were all highly pleased with your appointment; because this com- 
mittee has considered you an example of the highest type of public 
servant. We wish you every success in your arduous duties 

Secretary Loverr. That is very generous of you, sir; and I very 
much appreciate it. 

Mr. Pricer. Is the money to cover this increase included in appro- 
priation bills now under consideration? 

Secretary Loverr. No, sir. 

Mr. Price. I heard some reference on the radio this morning to the 
effect that this money would be included in appropriations now under 
consideration, that would take care of a 10-percent across-the-board 
increase. Do you know what they were referring to? 

Secretary Loverr. I have no idea, sir. This has not been requested. 
It would have to come to this committee first. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, sir; I have nothing further. 

Mr. Kinpay. We thank you, Mr. Secretary. I understand you 
have another engagement and, of course, you may be excused. The 
committee has to answer a call of the House and will take a short 
recess at this time. ~ 

(Whereupon the committee took a short recess.) 

Mr. Kitpay. The committee will be in order. 

Madam Secretary; we would be glad to have your statement with 
reference to the bill. 
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STATEMENT OF ANNA M. ROSENBERG, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Mrs. Rosenpera. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I 
think everyone in this room is an expert on the need for this legisla- 
tion. Every one of us shops at grocery stores, clothing stores, and 
pays the high rents that we find throughout the country today. 
These are the prices that our servicemen and their families are paying 
here and abroad. 

The Department has received hundreds of letters, and I have read 
some of them, late at night; letters from wives of servicemen and from 
families. I want to tell you that the burden of the increased cost of 
living and the worries incurred by that increased cost of living runs 
through many of these letters. 

No fighting men are better than the Americans. No morale is 
higher than the American fighting man’s morale. To my mind one 
of the basic elements in this morale is the knowledge of our men, the 
knowledge that they have had that their wives and children and loved 
ones can enjoy the standard of living that is in a very real sense an 
essential part of our American way of life. 

A worried soldier cannot be a good soldier. A sailor or an airman 
who fears that his family is being deprived of the necessities of life 
or is experiencing severe personal hardships will be a less good fighting 
man and will not be able to make the fullest contribution to the 
common effort, no matter how hard he tries. 

We cannot by this legislation prevent hardship and worry entirely. 
We cannot prevent the heartache and suffering that comes with the 
disruption of family life and the dislocations that are experienced at 
times like these. A large percentage of the members of the Armed 
Forces are married men and men with dependents, and in their cases 
this problem is particularly acute. Over 80 percent of the officer 
personnel and nearly 40 percent of the enlisted men have dependents 
for whose support they are primarily responsible. We cannot undo 
the hardship of these enforced separations but we can see that the 
families of our fighting men are protected and that they will not 
suffer too greatly in comparison with industrial workers, Federal 
emplovees and other segments of our economy who have been granted 
significant and, I think, justified increases in income since 1949. 

Mr. Lovett has indicated that the Consumers’ Price Index has 
increased nearly 10 percent between October 1949, and August 1951. 
Among the items which are weighted in arriving at this over-all 
figure for the index are housing, food and clothing costs. Theseitems 
form the bulk of the personal expenses of our military personnel and 
increased in the same proportions during this period, 7, 13, and 9 
percent, respectively. 

I think it is important to realize that if anything the Consumers’ 
Price Index underestimates the actual increase in basic living costs 
experienced by the families of our men in uniform. These families 
are predominantly in the middle- or lower-income groups. 

Speaking from my own experience—and it is an experience that I 
am sure all of you share, which is shared by your wives, I am sure, 
gentlemen—the percentage increase in the costs of my average daily 
shopping bag always seems to run far higher than any cost-of-living 
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index that any department has ever published. I am sure the same 
is true with the families of our servicemen, and probably even more so. 

While the 7-percent figure for housing represents the general rise 
in the cost of housing, this figure is not indicative of the increase 
which has been forced upon military personnel. The military installa- 
tions which have mushroomed as a result of our expansion have 
suddenly thrust large populations upon communities ill-equipped to 
handle these increases. The results have been tremendous housing 
demands, which have caused the cost of local housing to soar exorbi- 
tantly. As an example of this situation I would like to quote an excerpt 
from the Second Report of the Senate Preparedness Subcommittee 
on Substandard Housing and Rent Gouging of Military Personnel, 
September 24, 1951; and this is not one of the worst cases. This 
excerpt refers to the conditions near Camp Atterbury, Ind. I quote: 

While rent gouging and substandard unsanitary accommodations are not as 


prevalent asin other parts of the country, conditions are by no means satisfac- 
tory— 


and— 


* * * Local estimates indicate that rents in the area have risen as much as 
from 60 to 150 percent since June 1950. 

I do not for a moment believe that a 10-percent increase will wholly 
counteract the effects of this housing situation. There are more 
significant actions being taken in this regard. An increase now, 
however, will lighten the load to a degree and will assist in defraying 
a part of the added enormous expenses. In this connection, the per- 
centage of both officers and men with dependents has increased since 
1949. As strength increases continue, the housing problem will be- 
come even more critical than it is at the present time. 

Increases on two other items which bear mention are food and 
clothing. As I have said before, food has increased approximately 
13 percent. Apparel has increased 9 percent. 

Without bothering to consider any other items which make up the 
Consumers’ Price Index, there can be no question about the need for 
additional pay for our military personnel. This becomes especially 
patent when it is pointed out that although in 1949 Congress adopted 
the pattern of pay recommended by the Hook Commission the rates 
contained in the Commission’s report were reduced by 5 percent for 
officers, 3 percent for warrant officers, and 2 percent for enlisted men. 
Therefore, even in 1949 our military personnel did not get up to the 
cost-of-living. 

In addition, there have been reductions of military benefits since 
1949 by curtailment of the scope of service exchange operation and 
increases of their sales prices; and, more recently, an increase of the 
sales prices in commissaries. Thus, today, the increase granted in 
1949 has become more apparent than real. This is a trend, gentle- 
men, completely contrary to what industry has done, where fringe 
benefits have been given in many instances, besides the 10 percent 
since 1949. 

During the past 2 years, while living costs have been advancing, 
industry has granted periodic pay increases to its personnel. As Mr. 
Lovett has pointed out, the Office of Defense Mobilization has estab- 
lished a formula which authorizes increases totaling 10 percent in 
wages since January 15, 1951. Very recently both Houses of Con- 
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gress passed legislation granting raises in percentage amounts to the 
classified civil-service employees. Enactment of this legislation will 
complete the cycle of advanced pay for all Federal personnel to meet 
the higher costs of living in keeping with the increases already evi- 
denced throughout the Nation. 

Perhaps I should point out that, while this legislation provides for 
a 10-percent increase in basic pay and allowances for rental and sub- 
sistence, there is another vitally important bill before Congress, the 
survivor-benefit bill. This bill, if enacted, will require that military 
personnel contribute from 1 to 3 percent of their pay to a fund for 
payment to their survivors; and thus military personnel will not 
receive the full benefit of their pay raise for immediate use in meeting 
their constantly increasing day-to-day living expenses, even if this 
bill is passed. This survivor-benefit bill is to be a self-supporting 
program, and consequently we see no foreseeable cost to the Govern- 
ment. I believe this to be one of the most important pieces of per- 
sonnel legislation which has been undertaken in the Department of 
Defense. 

Gentlemen, the men who are fighting in Korea have no’ organized 
voice to plead their case for them. They cannot make their desires 
and their needs known as others can in our economy. Their voice 
has been, has always been, and will be, I am sure, and must be, through 
Congress, their representatives in the Government. I know that 
you gentlemen have had a long and arduous session, but I am confident 
that you who have always looked after our men in uniform and on 
whom they so heavily depend will give this legislation your under- 
standing consideration, and I earnestly hope your very early approval. 

Mr. Kitpay. Thank you, Madam Secretary. 

I would like now to develop some of the provisions that I mentioned 
with the Secretary, and some cost figures with reference to the bill. 

We will first take up the question of the limitation contained in 
the bill of a $800 increase. How much is saved by limiting the 
increase to $800? 

Mrs. RosensperG. $405,181, Mr. Chairman. I heartily concur 
with the Secretary that we consider it an undesirable provision of the 
bill. 

Mr. Kiupay. I believe the total cost was stated to be something 
like $800 million? 

Mrs. RosensBerac. $819,800,000; but that does not include the 
Coast Guard, the Public Health Service, and the Coast and Geodetic 
Survey, which are in this bill. 

Mr. Kiupay. To carry it across the board and not to infringe upon 
the philosophy of the Hook Commission report and the Career 
Compensation Act would be an additional cost of approximately 
$400,000? 

Mrs. RosenBer«G. $405,181. 

Mr. Kitpay. Do you have figures with reference to the cost in- 
volved in making the bill retroactive to the 1st of July 1951? 

Mrs. Rosenserc. I think the total cost will be $546 million if it 
becomes effective on November Ist. The difference would be between 
that and the $819 million. 

Mr. Bianprorp. $273 million. 

Mrs. RosEnBERG. $273 million, sir. 
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Mr. Kitpay. $273 million. This legislation, Madam Secretary, is 
designed to be permanent. 

Mrs. Rosenpera. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. But the form of the bill simply substitutes tables for 
the tables presently contained in the Career Compensation Act. 

Mrs. Rosensera. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Would you comment on the question of its being 
permanent rather than temporary legislation. } 

Mrs. RosenperG. The Career Compensation Act was designed to 
have a permanent piece of legislation which not only adjusted the 
differences between the pay rates in a service but between the serv- 
ices, and to try to have some comparable adjustment or comparable 
figures between what the pay rates are in industrial life and what 
they are in the military. It was so devised that it could be flexible 
and that cost-of-living increases could be added to it without destroy- 
ing the structure and the intent of the Career Compensation Act. 
We consider that a permanent piece of legislation. What we are 
asking here does nothing except to stay in line with the cost-of-living 
with the exception of the $800 limitation. 

Mr. Kiipay. I think you have mentioned one of the principal 
advantages we thought we were getting out of the Hook Commission 
formula. It was a pay scale that could be changed percentagewise 
in the event of increase or decrease. 

Mrs. Rosenpere. That is right. 

Mr. Kinpay. Even though this should be permanent, it would still 
be open to the same formula of decrease should there be a change in 
the cost-of-living or over-all expense? 

Mrs. Rosenperc. That is right, Mr. Chairman. It is perma- 
nent only in its relationship on the structure, 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Blandford, will you develop the questions as to 
retirement? 

Mr. BLanprorp. Yes, sir. 

In section 2 of the bill, Mrs. Rosenberg, there is a provision with 
respect to the retired personnel. The problem is a serious one, in 
view of the fact that we have two pay scales under which we pay our 
retired personnel. There are those who continue to draw the saved 
pay and thus are under the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942, as amended, 
and there are those who are under the Career Compensation Act. 
The latter people we have no problem with, but we do have a problem 
with respect to those who are retired and did not qualify under the 
Career Compensation Act. 

Section 2, I believe, is subject to several interpretations. I think 
the intent of section 2 was to deprive people retired under any pro- 
vision of law other than the Career Compensation Act of any pay 
increase under this legislation. I think there are probably several 
possibilities, and that it undoubtedly is a policy decision that the 
committee must decide. I think we can do any number of things 
with retired personnel. 

Have you given that any consideration? 

Mrs. Rosenpere. Yes, Mr. Blandford. I would say that is the 
second part of the bill that Mr. Lovett said we had to make a practical 
decision on. We were told that the last time the Department was 
up here they had said to Congress that they would not come back again 
and ask for any change for those retired officers who have made their 
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election. I personally—and I am sure everyone in the Department 
agrees with me—think that that is not a fair provision in the bill. 

We have given consideration to three possibilities. One is that 
everybody who has retired under any other provision than the Career 
Compensation Act should get a 10-pereent increase. The second: 
That those who made the election should have a choice to make 
another election and come under the Career Compensation Act. 
The third, which is contained in this bill: That those who made an 
election would have to stick by that election. 

Late vesterday afternoon—that is the first time we were able to 
get a clearance—we had gotten a clearance from the Bureau of the 
Budget to our first choice, which we would strongly recommend; 
that is, that those who retired under any other provision than the 
Career Compensation Act should get a 10-percent increase. 

Mr. Buanprorp. That is on the theory, then, that these people 
were retired and were granted a 75-percent retirement if they were 
retired for disability, and have adjusted their living to that income, 
and they have also been affected by the increasing cost of living, like 
all the others, and that they should, therefore, receive the 10-percent 
increase, because this differs from the Career Compensation Act in 
that it is strictly a cost-of-living measure. 

The Career Compensation Act was more of an adjustment of pay 
scales that had been in effect since 1908, and had been augmented by 
hit-and-miss legislation for some 40 vears. 

So, the position of the Bureau of the Budget now is that we should 
give an increase of 10 percent to all people who are drawing retired 
pay under the 1942 act, as well as those who would qualify for a pay 
increase under this, with the exception, of course, of a lieutenant 
colonel with over 18 years of service, a colonel, a brigadier general, 
or a major general. 

There may be a minor problem involved in that, in view of the 
fact that you might be giving a 10-percent increase to a retired 
brigadier general with very little service, if you have such people— 
perhaps Reserve officers—and you might be giving him more than 
his brother officer would get who would be retired under the Career 
Compensation Act; but I think that can be handled in the provisions. 

Mrs. RosenperaG. Mr. Blandford, on the technicalities you know 
more about this bill than I think anybody; so, I will leave it in vour 
tender hands. All I can say to you is that the Department’s position 
is that we strongly feel that the 10 percent should be given to those 
who retired under any other provision except the Career Compensa- 
tion Act, and that the Budget last night concurred. The dollars of 
these people have shrunk just as much as those of anybody else. 

Mr. Kripay. Madam Secretary, I would like to have vou furnish 
the committee, and we will print in the record at this point, some 
comparative tables. There should be one table showing by pay grades 
the proposal first of all on the present law; next, a table reflecting the 
proposals in this bill; and, third, a table which would reflect across 
the board without the $800 limitation. 

Mrs. Rosensera. I have those, and I would like to submit them 
at this point. 

Mir. Kinpay. They will be included in the record at this point and 
printed, so that they will be available for comparison, 

(The tables are as follows:) 
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Basic allowance for quarters under career compensation act of 1949 





With depend- 


Pay grade pecs 





Without de- 
pendents 





| 

et cea een em eae ei Ag a EEE) eek Ste $150. 00 
9 ag, Co Pa eee Ae SIL IES. Ee Se eg Mae Oe ae emer ge 150.00 | 
LE ERSTE EEO A Es CLAYS mas ERI aS Seen 120.00 | 
oy TRS MEARS DREN EAE LAT NCE OUT TALS eB NS ETA OR TTS | 120.00 | 

: 105.00 | 
s,s she tp Fa ie SE Bk CS Sas in ae gangs SOS aie Sh oie 90.00 | 
Cr coe ee ie oll Sy Ae eR De REA he Od Berd Pa LSM RT eS ee ee | 82. 50 | 
Sa eas LAE SIS CRT RR AE SOIR SA i DNs Ie eusal 75. 00 
1 gn IEE ERR EB OTE RES RES a el aR FEE Te ey Og FRE gabe 105. 00 
2 REISE a Sea a ne: Se Faler SF STG aS 90. 00 
W-2.__. Riki i Re i 82. 50 
ECE REPS SISA git EA Aili 3s ceee 75.00 | 








Not over2 | 
dependents 


Sate ah nat PD La ears ON Wait suk doe ae, ce ARN $67. 50 | 
EEE ES TRE OS oy TTI RES 5 FATT Op ey | 67. 50 


SRR ee ES Se le SAS heh moat eran ES | 67. 50 | 
as ispini ahd civ ncaa eraaleb a besa BEEN aed Madge ata ee eR RE 67. 50 | 
| | 





1 dependent | 2 dependents 
! 


OM TRE RR Gc ae TINA a i i Ae ae ge oN $45.00 | $67. 50 
7 Seen SMS at ORE AD EEE RCS 8 ee OR Ee 45.00 | 67. 50 
os CESSES USEC Te Ga ae EA SEA ee Se URED | 45. 00 | 67. 50 











WITH PROPOSED 10-PERCENT INCREASE 








$120. 00 
120. 00 
105. 00 

90. 00 

82. 50 

75.00 

67. 50 

60. 00 

82. 50 











67. 50 
60. 00 


Over 2 de- 
pendents 


$85. 00 
85. 00 
85. 00 
85. 00 


Over 2 de- 
pendents 


$85. 00 
85. 00 
85. 00 





With =| 


Pay grade dependents | 








ie a ari CAS REWER SONY $5 NT 2 NY REE oT, 82. 50 | 


FUR Oe ee yea noel ad ed ERE US ae 5} $165.00 | 
0-7 RET RES EP RE EME ie ER ARES ee ee 165. 00 
PRS BOE es Ae aT PER ee ASS ES ES Saar 132. 00 
OS SA EE PS TA ein Ras ORION E ahs, ARRON Gh Rast ORS 132. 00 
[OER IRE SE ED Sg BER CM he GE EM in ine 115, 50 | 
"(ot CIES ee ae SEITE OS SL 99. 00 
Co Se eS itech xa Ale CEA ee ee Ce 90. 60 


eg ee ee OS apis tenses trek Warren: Sens Rel Rhea mnt 115. 50 | 
_ eee Fe Debate cine BE ONE ac at ed La 99. 00 
La gg: Ee ae ee See < : Sictdde Seana te E . oe ss 90. 60 | 
PPR an as enon setae ee aie ke pee eae 82. 50 | 


Without 
dependents 


$132. 00 
32. 00 
115. 50 
99. 00 
90. 60 
82. 50 
74.10 
66. 00 
90. 60 
82. 50 
74.10 
66. 00 








| } 
| Not over 2 
| dependents 


Be cg PE se US er ee Sa ey 74.10 | 


Over 2 
dependents 


$93. 60 
93. 60 
93. 60 
93. 6C 








2 dependents 


Over 2 
dependents 





$93. 60 
93. 60 
93. 60 
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Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Blandford? 

Mr. Buanprorp. With regard to the $800 limitation, Mrs. Rosen- 
berg, I would like to ask you for the record, what consideration was 
given to the retired officer—that is, the colonel and general—who has 
also had an effect upon his cost of living as a result of the cost-of- 
living increase. His retired pay has been affected. 

Now, as I read this bill, the active-duty officer benefits in higher 
proportion than the retired officer; that is, the retired general officer 
or the retired colonel receives only approximately a 4 or 5 percent 
increase, whereas the active-duty officer receives a higher increase 
because of the straight 10-percent increase in his quarters and sub- 
sistence allowance. 

Mrs. Rosenpera. I am not an expert on this, but I think it is 
because the retired officer has his increased figure on his base pay. 
He has a permanent home which he has established. The active 
office moves from one part of the country to another and has to move 
his family. His subsistence continually changes. That is why we 
feel that their subsistence must be increased. 

Mr. BLanpForb. He eats the same amount, so that the subsistence 
would not be affected. 

Mrs. Rosenspera. | am talking about rent, Mr. Blandford. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Of course, when you are occupying Government 
quarters all that is going to mean is that those quarters you are 
occupying are just going to be checked against you for that much 
more. It will not cost you anything, but it just means that by act 
of Congress we have said that those quarters are now worth $165 a 
month instead of $150 a month. 

Mrs. Rosenpere. First, there are far too few people living in 
Government quarters. That is the smallest percentage of our 
figures today. It was figured on the same percentage basis. If the 
retired officer gets less, we took the same formula on a percentage 
basis. J assure you if you have a way of showing us where a technical 
mistake was made we would be glad to adjust it. 

Mr. Blandford. Of course, you have this result: Had you taken 
the $800 and distributed it in the pay scales and not in the quarters 
and subsistence increases for officers, you would have given a greater 
increase in retired pay to those already retired. That is correct, is 
it not? 

Mrs. Rosenpera. I think Mr. Lovett said something before, that 
we had to consider in some of these things the greatest majority. 
You are talking of a handful of people. I do not want to do injustice 
to a handful of people, but if you have to set a formula, we really 
have to consider the vast majority of men affected. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Then I go back to that 10 percent increase 
straight across the board for all retired personnel. That is the reason 
I was developing the question. 

Mrs. RoseNBERG. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buanprorp. If we are going to be consistent we must have a 
provision there which will prevent some retired officer from receiving 
a higher proportion of retired pay under the old law than he would 
receive under the new law. 

Mrs. Rosenpera. We are very strongly for that. 

Mr. Kitpay. Are there any questions from any other members of 
the committee? Mr. Short? 
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Mr. Suort. No. 

Mr. Krupay. Mr. Shafer? 

Mr. SuHarer. No questions. 

Mr. Kiupay. Mr. Clemente? 

Mr. CLeMenteE. No, sir. 

Mr. Krupay. Mr. Green? 

Mr. Green. No, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. We thank you, Madam Secretary. 

There has been another roll call, so we will have to go back to the 
floor. Before we do, I want to read into the record at this time a 
telegram I have received from Mr. Charles R. Hook, the Chairman of 
the Hook Commission: 

Confirming my telephone conversation after receipt of your wire, I am very 
sorry unable to appear before committee tomorrow or Friday because of non- 
cancelable engagement in Houston, Tex. I favor, and believe that the other 
members of the Commission would join in approving the straight 10 percent 
increase in quarters and subsistence allowance for all personnel and 10 percent 
increase in basic pay to members of the uniformed services. I am very much 
opposed to any limitation on the total amount as it would destroy the relationship 
between the various ranks which we worked so hard for many months to establish. 
My testimony for the Senate Armed Services Committee I think will show quite 
clearly why I opposed any change in the relationship in pay of the various ranks 
as recommended by us. Mr. Keith 8S. McHugh, president, New York Telephone 
Co., 140 West Street, New York City, who was a member of our Commission 
would make a most excellent witness before your committee and hope it may be 


possible for him to appear. 
CuarR.es R. Hook. 


I might state that I have talked on the telephone with Mr. McHugh 
and it is not possible for him to be here. However, Mr. Whiting, 
another member of the Hook Commission, will be here tomorrow 
morning to testify. He is coming in from Chicago for that purpose. 

At this time without objection I will include in the record at this 
point Mr. Hook’s testimony before the Senate committee on this 
question. 

(The material referred to is as follows: ) 


The following testimony of Mr. Hook is found on pages 62 and 63 of the hearings 
before the Senate Armed Services Committee on H. R. 5007 (Career Compensa- 
tion Act of 1949), June and July 1949: 

“The outstanding fault, however, is found in the emphasis placed on length of 
service in the compensation now provided. Thus, a lieutenant colonel may draw 
the same pay today as a brigadier general although his responsibility and impor- 
tance is considerably less. Such overlaps in pay frequently permit a junior officer 
to earn as much as an officer two or three grades higher or permit an enlisted man 
to earn as much as or more than a field grade officer. Those possibilities cause 
dissatisfaction and are, in the opinion of the Commission, completely unwarranted. 

“For this reason the Commission decided that a percentage increase could not 
correct existing inequities and would simply postpone the overhauling of the pay 
system which we have attempted in our study. A cost-of-living increase would, 
of necessity, be a percentage increase. whether flat or varying and would con- 
stitute an improper solution to this problem. 

“The Commission’s recommendations, it is hoped, produce a framework in 
which there is due regard for increased responsibility. Appropriate differentials 
between grades are suggested and ranges within each grade are constructed so 
that there will be no overlap if the promotion scheme is properly administered, 
and very minor overlaps even in the event of stagnation. 

“The Commission is presenting an integrated program which should be con- 
sidered as a whole. Each part has a clear and definite relation to the whole and 
to every other part. The total is aimed at the principal objective of attracting 
and holding in service personnel adequate in numbers and capabilities. It is 
my belief that the proposal represents a proper balance between the basie and 
special pays and allowances and the retirement and death benefits. 
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“In the course of our study individuals and groups have importuned us to give 
special consideration to certain features of pay or benefits. For example, con- 
siderable emphasis has been placed upon the apparent necessity for extending 
the period during which length of service increases could be added in the junior 
grades because of the numbers of officers in those grades with considerable service. 
Obviously such a concession would result in continuing a distorted pay structure 
over a long period of time to meet a temporary problem. With respect to retire- 
ment benefits, similar demands have been made to continue certain early retire- 
ment features, although no good reason has been advanced which would be con- 
sistent with the philosophy underlying the Commission’s benefit program. 

“It is important to bear in mind that each feature of the Commission’s plan 
has been thoroughly considered and checked against the needs of the services. 
I firmly believe that the parts fit properly and add together to make a sound 
career program for the man who chooses a military career. The selection or 
special emphasis of a particular feature, or the elimination of certain pays, or 
percentage reduction of the compensation suggested for certain grades or special 
duty may well upset a carefully planned structure.”’ 

Mrs. Rosensperc. You can understand anyone making a choice of 
rather being in Texas, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Well, perhaps not in Houston—but definitely yes for 
San Antonio. 

Mrs. Rosenspera. I see. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. SHort. You are still an eloquent pleader, Madam Secretary. 

Mrs. RosensperGc. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. Of course, our time is not our own, since we have 
these quorum calls. However, we would like to finish these other 
witnesses. 

Will you identify yourself for the record, please, General. 


STATEMENT OF GEN. JOHN E. HULL, VICE CHIEF OF STAFF, 
UNITED STATES ARMY 


General Huu. I am Gen. John E. Hull, Vice Chief of Staff of the 
Army. 

Mr. Kiipay. Do you have a prepared statement, General? 

General Hutu. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Without objection it will be included in the record 
at this point. 

General Hutu. There is no objection. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GEN. JoHn E. Hui, Vice Cuter or Starr, UNiITep States 
ARMY 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, on behalf of the Department of the Army,"I 
urge your immediate enactment of the pay increase bill which you are now con- 
sidering. I assure you only the most compelling reasons could move me to ask 
the Congress for an increase in military appropriations at this time. But in this 
case I would feel remiss and unloyal to all those serving in our Armed Forces if I 
did not take this opportunity to strongly recommend your favorable considera- 
tion of the bill before you. 

As you have already been told, the primary reason for the immediate passage 
of this bill is to enable our personnel to meet a significant rise in the cost of living. 

When the present pay scale was adopted in 1949, the theory was to bring the 
pay of military personnel into line with the pay of civilians in comparable posi- 
tions. The recent rise in cost of living has destroyed that balance, and only with 
the pay increase provided in this bill can it be restored. 

Present international tensions leave us with no alternative but to maintain a 
large military establishment in-being. The hard core of this establishment must 
be officers and enlisted men who are willing to follow a career in the military 
service. The complexity of modern war makes it imperative that they be per- 
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sonnel of the very highest type. To attract and retain these men and women, 
our pay scale must be comparable to that of civilian industry. It would be 
inefficient and uneconomical to have anything less. If we lose our trained non- 
commissioned officers and junior officers because of the higher pay available in 
civilian industry, we lose them at a time when their training is paying the most 
dividends, and we must take the time and spend the same amount of dollars all 
over again to train their replacements. 

I have observed the real efforts and sacrifices made by American soldiers to 
meet the squeeze of rising prices. I personally know enlisted men and officers 
who are having an extremely difficult time maintaining a decent standard of living 
on today’s wages, and who have exhausted their meager savings trying to make 
ends meet. These career soldiers are torn between their desire for a career in the 
Armed Forces and the necessity of providing a reasonable standard of living for 
their families. 

Not only has the cost of living gone up considerably since the passage of the 
Career Compensation Act of 1949, but the conditions under which personnel in 
uniform are serving at present are much more difficult than they were at the time 
the act was passed. The more frequent changes of station of military personnel 
necessitated by the international situation, rotation of personnel to Korea, and 
the build-up of our forces at home and overseas have made it particularly difficult 
on the married officer and enlisted man. 

Since the beginning of the Korean conflict, more than two and one quarter 
million men and women have come into the Armed Forces from civilian life. In 
order to preserve our freedoms and maintain our way of life, we are asking many 
of them and their families to undergo severe bardships. While this proposed pay 
increase in no sense measures the hardships it is, to my mind, one tangible way 
in which the Nation can express gratitude to its military personnel and give them 
the realistic recognition which they need and deserve. 


Mr. Kitpay. The Department of the Army is in favor of the bill? 

General Hutt. It is. 

Mr. Kiripay. Did you want to briefly elaborate on anything you 
have in your statement at this point? 

General Hutu. I do not believe any elaboration on my part is 
necessary. 

I would like to say at this point that I am sorry that General 
Collins could not be here before the committee. He feels very strongly 
that an increase in the pay of the personnel of the military forces is 
necessary at present, but, as you know, he is out of this country, and 
I am here to present the views of the Department of the Army. 

Mr. Kitpay. Thank you, General. We will see to it that your 
statement is read and considered by the committee. 

Admiral Fechteler? 


STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL WILLIAM M. FECHTELER, CHIEF OF 
NAVAL OPERATIONS, UNITED STATES NAVY 


Admiral Fecuteter. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kitpay. Admiral, of course this is an old subject for you. You 
represented the Navy at the time of our consideration of the Career 
Compensation Act. You lived with us for months at the time we 
were going over it. 

Do you have a prepared statement we can place in the record? 

Admiral FecnTever. Yes, sir. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL WILLIAM M, FECHTELER, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, 
Unitep States Navy 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I appreciate the opportunity your committee has 
given me to speak to you on this measure which is one of great importance and 
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of great urgency to all persons in the armed services; and I more than appreciate 
the promptness with which your committee has met to consider this bill. 

I realize that the bill comes to you late in this session of the Congress. I am 
aware, however, that the reason it has not been presented sooner has been an 
earnest desire by the Secretary of Defense to keep requests to the Congress for 
substantive law which will increase g»vernmental expenses to a minimum. 

It is clear now that in all equity an 1 good conscience we cannot longer delay in 
asking the Congress for an increase in the emolument of uniformed personnel. 

I am heartened by your quick response to the Secretary’s request for consid- 
eration of this bill. Any progress made at this time will serve as an immense 
builder of morale among our people—by way of an anticipatory prospect of some 
financial relief. 

The basie and controlling reason for this request for a 10-percent increase of 
emolument is one which is well known to all of vou. The cost of living has gone up. 

Service personnel are now paid under the provisions of the Career Compensa- 
tion Act of 1949, which became law on October 12, 1949, just 2 vears ago. 

I had a part in presenting the Career Compensation Act to Congress and I 
recall with pleasure that some of the members of your subcommittee, your chair- 
man among them, were prominent during the legislative history of that act. 

Some of you will remember, therefore, that the Career Compensation Act of 
1949 constituted the first major or basic readjustment of service pay since the 
year 1908. Between 1908 and 1949 the cost of living in the United States had 
risen 152 percent. 

But the theory of the Career Compensation Act was not to adjust service pay 
to a 40-year cumulative increase in the cost of living. 

Rather, the philosophy of that act was based upon a recognition that the 
personnel requirements of the modern Military Establishment parallel, in the 
main, personnel requirements in industrv. It was felt that the prospective 
serviceman’s voluntary choice of a career should be based solely on his preference 
for a military over a civilian career. 

The original recommendations of the Hook commission, which formed the 
basis for the Career Compensation Act, provided a scale of emolument comparable 
to civilian professional and industrial pay. 

The pay provided in the act itself was at a somewhat lower level than the 
Hook commission proposals, but the theory of the proposals was retained and 
enacted into law. 

The theory that compensation should be such as would induce men and women 
to enter the services on a career basis and would provide payment for them on 
that basis comparable with persons who seek and follow careers in industry and 
in the professions, was enunciated in the House Armed Services Committee’s 
report on the bill which, with certain modifications not applicable here, was 
eventually enacted as the Career Compensation Act of 1949 (H. Rept. No. 583, 
8lst Cong., 1st sess., dated March 16, 1949). 

The Hook commission recognized that in an ever-changing economic world 
no pay scale can be considered permanent. The commission felt that it should 
be possible in the future to raise or lower basic compensation on a percentage 
basis in accordance with economic trends. 

Thus the Career Compensation Act was intended to establish a base of emolu- 
ment comparable to civilian compensation, adequate at the time of enactment, 
but capable of easy adjustment by legislation on a percentage basis to meet 
changes in economic trends. 

I respectf lly submit that within the past 2 years we have encountered a trend— 
an upward trend—in the costs of things persons must buy in order to live. 

The Consumers’ Price Index, as computed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
has risen approximately 9.4 percent since October 1949. I am sure that the 
publication of statistics are unnecessary to convince you that there has been a 
large increase in the cost of living. I think I am safe in asking you to take 
judicial notice of that very obvious fact. 

Expenses incident to change of station and other matters, to which service 
personnel are subject and which are over and above costs reflected in the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics figures, add an indeterminate but very appreciable amount to 
the expenses of all serv'ce families. This extraordinary emergency period in which 
we now live makes the extraordinary type of expense more pressing and more 
stringent. 

For these reasons the bill now before you recommends an increase of 10 percent 
in the compensation of service personnel subject to an upper limit of $800 per 
year by way of increase for any person. 
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The details of this measure will be more fully discussed by those who will 
follow the service chiefs. 

I remember very well, and I am sure you do, too, that at the time of enactment 
of the Career Compensation Act we were seeking to offer men and women careers 
in the armed services attractive enough to staunch the flood of resignations we 
were receiving at that time. Economie pressure was causing us to lose good 
officers and men in quantities too large to be regarded without concern. 

We do not have the problem of resignation now. Due to the critical period 
through which our country is passing we do not accept resignations except for the 
most pressing reasons. 

We do have, however, a grave responsibility to our men ana women who serve 
us and whom we must retain in the interest of national defense, to provide them 
with a wage in keeping with services rendered to the Nation. 

It is for these reasons that our conscience requires us to ask you to increase 
compensation for service personnel at this time as a matter of urgency. 

Thank you again for your prompt consideration of our needs and for this 
opportunity to appear before you. 

Mr. Krupay. Would you care to elaborate on any point in your 
statement? 

Admiral Frecurever. I would like to express my complete agree- 
ment with the witnesses who appeared before me as to the objection 
to the $800 ceiling. I do that with the full appreciation of the fact 
that I must be appearing as self-seeking; but I am fully aware of all 
the details that went on and the pattern that was set by the Hook 
commission report, which was adopted in essence by the Congress. 

Mr. Kitpay. Admiral, those of us who served on that committee 
know vou are not self-seeking, because many times we saw you oppose 
items in the bill which could have resulted in a personal benefit to you, 
but you opposed them in order to carry out the philosophy of the bill 
that a just and equal pay distribution be made. 

Admiral Fecurevter. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Suorr. After all, Mr. Chairman, I think the admiral will agree 
that the saving that will be made by this limitation is comparatively 
small when vou think of the total over-all cost. 

Admiral Frecurever. The saving, as I heard the figures, is a little 
less than a half of one-tenth of 1 percent of the total. 

Mr. Krupay. Of course, we had that on the 5 percent reduction for 
the officers. I do not know whether you recall offhand how much 
was saved on the general officers, for the 5 percent, and how much it 
cost to give 1 percent? 

Admiral Fecurever. No, sir; I do not remember the figures. 

Mr. Kinpay. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. CLemente. We are happy to see him back. 

Mr. Kitpay. We are glad to see you, Admiral. Thank you. 

General Vandenberg? 


STATEMENT OF GEN. HOYT VANDENBERG, CHIEF OF STAFF, 
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 


General VANDENBERG. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kiipay. General, do you have a prepared statement? 

General VanprenBERG. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Krupay. Without objection it will be included in the record 
at this point. 

(The statement is as follows:) 
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STaTEMENT BY GEN. Hoyt VANDENBERG, CHIEF oF Starr, Unrrep States AIR 
Force 


Mr. Chairman, it is a privilege to appear before you today in support of 
legislation to raise the pay of members of the uniformed services. As you know 
the pay of members of the uniformed forces was fixed by Congress as of October 
1, 1949, as a result of the recommendations of the Advisory Commission on 
Service Pay (the Hook Commission). The primary objectives of that Commis- 
sion were to arrive at a pay structure for service personnel based upon the prin- 
ciple of pay for responsibility and to recommend rates of pay which corresponded 
favorably to the then current rates of compensation for comparable positions in 
industry. That Commission adopted and recommended a pattern of pay, rather 
than a set of scales for pay and allowances, with a view of eliminating inequities 
and establishing parity of pay. The Commission stated that it should be possible 
in the future to raise or lower basic compensation on a percentage basis in ac- 
cordance with general economic trends. In the Career Compensation Act of 
1949 the Congress accepted the pay structure developed by the Hook Com- 
mission, though. reducing the recommended rates by from 2 to 5 percent. 

Since the passage of the Career Compensation Act, there has been a continuous 
upward trend in the cost of living. This has again resulted in a disparity between 
pay in industry, which has in general been adjusted to meet the increased costs, 
and service pay which has remained unchanged for the past 2 years. In addition, 
as you know, an increase in pay for civilian personnel in the Federal service has 
been recommended and is now pending before the Congress. H. R. 5664 would 
provide a comparable adjustment for memhers of the Armed Forces. 

In measuring the cost of living, the accepted and most common medium em- 
ployed is the Consumers’ Price Index published by the United States Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. This index measures retail costs of goods, rents, and services. 
The index increased 15.8 points or 9.4 percent between October 1, 1949, the effec- 
tive date of the Career Compensation Act, and July 15, 1951. 

At the time the Career Compensation Act was being considered, rents were 
generally controlled. During the intervening period, nearly all rent ceilings have 
been lifted. This has been particularly burdensome to the military member who 
is all too frequently assigned to areas where the build-up of military installations 
alone has more than saturated the available housing market, making it possible 
for the rentor to ask and -receive exorbitant rents. This is especially true of the 
many Air Force bases located in sparsely populated areas of the United States and 
overseas. The military member should not be placed in a position wherein 
financial considerations dictate family separations and the disruption of normal 
family life. 

In comparing increases of military pay with industry pay, cognizance must be 
taken of the fringe benefits that have been liberally granted by industry in recent 
years. The additional costs of these items are borne principally by the employers. 
They cannot be readily converted to dollars and are seldom reflected in terms of 
percentage increases. Thus, comparisons of industry and service pay fail to 
weigh those factors. In establishing existing rates for military personnel, con- 
sideration was given to the various benefits normally accruing to the military 
member. The recent trend, with respect to fringe benefits for the military, has 
been in the reverse of those for industry. For example, the advantages formerly 
enjoyed in patronage of exchanges and commissaries have nearly been dissipated 
by legislative action. ; 

We are striving to maintain the Air Force on as nearly an all-volunteer basis as 
possible for both officers and airmen. An important factor in this respect is pay. 
As the disparity between service pay and pay within industry grows, we find it 
increasingly more difficult to procure or retain volunteers. 

I consider that maintenance of high morale among the members of the Air 
Force is of paramount importance if we are to maintain an Air Force at peak 
operating effectiveness. This is particularly true in the Strategic Air Command, 
the Tactical Air Command, and the Air Defense Command, where a condition of 
alert readiness must always be maintained. If we are to maintain this peak we 
cannot afford to lose skilled personnel due to the disparity between service pay 
and that granted by industry. I therefore urge prompt and favorable considera- 
tion of H. R. 5664. 


Mr. Kitpay. Would you care to elaborate on your statement? 
General VANDENBERG. No, sir. I think everything has been said 
in favor of the bill, with which I agree. I think it would be just taking 
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useless time to repeat. I am in full agreement with what the Secre- 
tary said, and Mrs. Rosenberg and the people who have preceded me 
said. 

Mr. Kitpay. Thank you, General. We will have your statement 
available and we will consider it. 

General VANDENBERG. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Krupay. We are going to adjourn now until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
moring, when we will continue with the witnesses. 

(Thereupon, at 11:36 a. m., Thursday, October 11, 1951, an adjourn- 
ment was taken until 10 a. m., Friday, October 12, 1951.) 








INCREASE IN PAY ALLOWANCE FOR MILITARY 
PERSONNEL 


FRIDAY, OCTOBER 12, 1951 


Hovst or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. Paul J. Kilday (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. Kinpay. The committee will be in order. The purpose of 
the meeting this morning is to resume consideration of H. R. 5664. 
We have with us this morning Mr. Lawrence Whiting of Chicago, 
who was a member of the Hook Commission, and who came in from 
Chicago last night in order to testify on the bill. We thank you for 
coming, Mr. Whiting. 


STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE WHITING, FORMER MEMBER OF 
HOOK COMMISSION, CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. Whiting, you were a member of the Hook Commission? 

Mr. Wuirina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. What is your business, sir? 

Mr. Wuirina. I am a banker and an industrialist. 

Mr. Kiupay. And what is the concern with which you are con- 
nected? 

Mr. Wuirtinc. I am president of the Whiting Co., an investment 
banking house; and of the American Furniture Mart, a building cor- 
poration, a large marketing operation, the largest of its kind in the 
world. 

Mr. Kitpay. You have been connected in a civilian or Reserve 
capacity with the military for quite some time, I believe? 

Mr. Wuirina. Since 1917. 

Mr. Kixpay. In what various positions? 

Mr. Wuirtina. Originally I was in combat organizations. In 1917 
I was made chief of personnel, classification of personnel in the Army. 
In the spring of 1917 I became chief of military personnel in France 
for General Pershing and I served with him through World War I 
as his chief of personnel and in several other jobs that were given to 
me on his staff. 

At the end of the war I went to the military finance side of the 
War Department, known as the Military Finance Bureau. ‘Then, 
with the settlement of our troubles in France I went to the peace 
conference, where I spent some months in charge of German affairs, 
having to do with finance and pay and other operations on the German 
side of the picture and represented the American side on the Inter- 
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Allied Finance Bureau, which had to do with international exchange 
operations at that time. 

Then I became a member of what is known as the Business Council 
of the War Department and until 1936 continued on that. In 1939 


I came back to the War Department as Chief of Classification and. 


beginning in 1941 became observer for Mr. Stimson, the Secretary of 
Defense, in maneuvers in Louisiana and in other maneuvers. 

That year I became expert consultant to the Secretary of War 
having to do with personnel and pay systems. I served until 1945 
when Mr. Stimson left and then I did the same job as expert consult- 
ant to the Secretary of War for Mr. Patterson. 

I came back on the Hook Commission in 1947 and served until 
Sash 1949 on that Commission, largely on military pay. 

Mr. Kitpay. During all of this time you have had experience with 
military pay scales and military pay laws, have you not? 

Mr. Wurrina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kiupay. Let us return for a moment to your activities in 
business and industry. Your experience since 1949, does that indi- 
cate to you that a pay increase for the military is now justified or in 
order? 

Mr. Wuitina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. What has been the pattern generally of pay increases 
recently in business and industry? 

Mr. Warring. Taking a composite picture of increases, I think it 
would average 10 percent Nation-wide. 

Mr. Kiupay. I believe you are familiar with the fact that the Wage 
Stabilization Board has agreed that a 10-percent wage increase is 
justified under existing conditions? 

Mr. Wuittna. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kitpay. Do you endorse a comparable rate increase for the 
military at this time? 

Mr. Wurrina. Very strongly, sir. 

Mr. Kinpay. In connection with your work on the Hook Com- 
mission, will you give us some idea of how you went about arriving 
at the pay scales which were included in the re port? 

Mr. Wurrinc. The Hook Commission I think was, from the stand- 
point of the American people, a very fortunate Commission. I think 
Mr. Forrestal, who was responsible for its appointment, had probably 
as thorough a knowledge of what he wanted to do as anyone could 
have at that time and he was very anxious to find a system of military 
pay and establish a system of military pay that would be scientifically 
constructed, that would be thoroughly acceptable to the Military 
Establishment; because at that time there were some very serious 
problems. There were the resignations of many thousands of officers 
that had to be taken into consideration. The main reason for their 
going was the inability of the men to live on the pay which they were 
getting, which pay in many instances had not been adjusted for many 
years. 

The necessity of pay increases was recognized everywhere, and no 
one in America, I believe, was more willing to back the military in- 
creases than were the industrial leaders of the country who recognized 
what were the costs of living and the necessity of pay adjustments. 

Those same people, those same industrialists, are the largest tax- 
payers in the United States. Then came the question of the political 
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bodies which knew that these many thousands of men had to be taken 
care of and their families had to be taken care of. 

Then there was the Bureau of the Budget and all of the operations 
having to do with fiscal policies. The job of the Hook Commission 
really was a coordinating job to take all of the known factors having 
to do with pay for military organizations and compare them with 
industrial pay and make a study that would very clearly establish the 
fact that military pay would be in keeping with industrial pay and 
that men could go into the Armed Forces as a career and at the end of 
their period feel that they had been well compensated, honestly and 
fairly compensated, for giving their lives to the protection of their 
country. 

Mr. Charles Hook, the Chairman of the Commission and the senior 
member, was a man of long experience. He had started in a steel 
mill as a young secretary and had gone to the very top of the industrial 
field as the director of many large corporations, such as the Equitable 
Life Insurance Co., the Westinghouse Co., chairman of Armco Steel, 
and he knew generally how to take care of men who had to live on 
their incomes. He was a very human man. 

Mr. McHugh was vice president of the American Telephone & 
Telegraph Co., in charge of finance operations, and I believe was 
probably as well qualified as any man in America on pay scales, 
because they employ some 684,000 people in their companies. They 
had many of the problems which we have in the military, of subordi- 
nate companies and companies operating over the world, division of 
interests and all that sort of thing; probably the most scientifically 
constructed pay scales and retirement system of any corporation in 
America. 

The third member, Father John Cavanaugh, the president of Notre 
Dame University, was known everywhere for his human outlook and 
his fairness and justice to men and his desire to help them. His recent 
action of taking in these boys from West Point is typical of the man. 
He wanted to be a human sort of fellow, and he is a very able man. 

My own experience had been that of an industrial and commercial 
banker for many years, but with a lifetime knowledge, practically 
speaking, of the military pay system, because of my assignments in 
the military service and the experience that I have had for many years 
of trying to build the finest military personnel system and pay system 
in existence, which I think we have done. 

These four men realized that every time you increased the pay of 
a great establishment like the Military Establishment it took a sub- 
stantial amount of the taxpayer’s dollar, and since their companies 
were tremendous taxpayers I think they could fairly have been said 
to represent the feeling of industry and agriculture and employment 
Nation-wide. 

We did not approach this job as it would normally be approached by 
a commission. I have been on many commissions in my life, but I 
have never been on one that worked like this. We employed a very 
capable secretary and a secretarial group. We began with them to 
pick out the best actuaries we could find in the country, the best 
experts on pay scales, men who had had experience of all kinds, with 
the General Electric Co., General Motors, Westinghouse, steel com- 
panies, packing houses, insurance companies, agricultural groups, im- 
plement manufacturers, and we adopted as a basic principle the fact 
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that we would take 100 different types of industry and pay income 
from work in the United States, and we would try to get payrolls 
that would include 2,000,000 people, including public groups, such as 
postmasters, and all that sort of thing, Nation-wide. 

Having done that, we took these 2,000,000 actual names and pay- 
ments as reported to the Internal Revenue Bureau, and these 100 
great groups—packing houses, railroads, steamship companies, farm- 
ing groups, agricultural-implement manufacturers, fishing companies— 
everybody that would truly represent the United States worker and 
management group from Portland, Maine, to Portland, Oreg., and 
from Minneapolis to New Orleans; and, after getting that, we built 
a median scale. We, in fact, pulled the thing all together and took a 
line of what the average income was in the United States, starting from 
the day that a man went to work—let us say, 16 years of age or 22 
years of age, or whatever it was—and took their actual pay and built 
our military scale on the basis of what the average pay was United 
States-wide, Nation-wide, and compared it with the pay of men who 
took up the military as a career. 

Mr. Krupay. And then you took into consideration their respon- 
sibility in the service? 

Mr. Wuitine. We took these 100 industrial companies and the 
military equivalents of the jobs and matched them as nearly as expert 
personnel men and actuaries could do. 

We had 100 men working on this job at one time. And it is very 
interesting that much of this work was paid for by the companies 
that I am talking about. We took full advantage of all the experts 
and technicians that the A. T. & T. and Armco Steel and Armour & 
Co. and the agricultural companies and the cooperatives and these 
other people had. 

Mr. Kitpay. How long did you work on it? 

Mr. Wurrinc. We worked a year and a quarter on it. We started 
December 10, 1947, and we did not finish it really until March 1949, 
although our report was rendered December 10, 1948. So that it 
represents a year and a quarter of solid work, when we met constantly. 
I myself spent some 8 months of solid work on this job. 

We not only studied our own pay systems, but the military pay 
systems of every other country. We had a complete comparison of 
our system as against other systems, including Latin-American and 
Asiatic countries, and when we got through we had in our report a 
composite picture of the military pay system of the world. 

And then we showed that if we took two brothers, let us say twins, 
who started in the military service, one of them, and the other started in 
commercial life in the United States, or in farming or in whatever 
field he may have been in—any of the professions, such as medicine or 
law or any of the other professions that a man would engage in—the 
military man would come out at the end of his 30 years of service, and 
his retirement pay, as well off as the man who was in civilian life. 
But we gave him no advantage. There was almost an equal oppor- 
tunity for a man’s ability to be paid for fairly and squarely in the 
military as against civilian life. We did not compare it against any 
other pay scales except those pay scales that industry provided. 

Mr. Kitpay. So that the various pay grades that you recommended 
took into consideration the service and the responsibility of the job 
from the beginning up to the ultimate rank? 
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Mr. WnuirinG. From the day he began to the day he was retired. 
It was a complete study that could furnish the framework for the most 
scientific pay system in the world. I say that as a well-informed man. 

I have recently been abroad and traveled some 21,000 miles looking 
over other military organizations and pay systems, and I think that I 
can say to you that there is no pay system in existence that will 
compare with the military pay structure that this Commission turned 
in to you and which was approved by the Congress. 

Mr. Kixpay. I want to call your attention to two quotations from 
the Commission’s report which are included in Mr. Lovett’s letter of 
transmittal to this committee. I want to point to them so that you 
will have them in mind at this time. 

The scales recommended in this report were not proposed as permanent compen- 
sation for the uniformed forces. The Commission will regard its job well done if 
it has established a guide and set of principles which can be emploved in the future 
for the refinement and adjustment of compensation. For this reason, the basis 


on which all the pays and allowances were developed and their relationship to 
comparable industrial responsibilities have been carefully outlined. 


The other quotation is this: 

If the pattern of the Commission proves sound, it should be possible in the 
future to raise or lower basic compensation on a percentage basis in accordance 
with general economic trends. 

I suppose you still agree with that; do you not, Mr. Whiting? 

Mr. Wuartina. I thoroughly agree with it, and I took occasion, after 
I received your wire, Mr. Chairman, asking me to appear here today, 
to talk to Mr. Hook at some length on the telephone. He could not 
come because he is ill. I talked to Mr. McHugh in New York, who 
had some operations pending there, so that he could not come, and 
I talked to Father Cavanaugh. Not only do we still hold as a group— 
the four of us—that we did a sound job in making our recommenda- 
tions, but we hold today that it is even sounder and more practical 
than we thought it might be, and that it has solved many problems for 
the military that are of inestimable value to the country and the 
national defense. 

Mr. Kiipay. Did you talk to the other members as to the present 
proposal for a 10-percent increase? 

Mr. Wuitrne. I did, and they are in complete accord. And when 
we saw this in the paper—it is an interesting thing, but I think it is 
typical of the average businessman who is close to his business; each 
of us began to review our own reports and to check as to what might be 
done. Mr. Hook told me, for instance, that Mr. Brooks, who is his 
personnel and wage expert in Armco Steel—which, incidentally, 
operates not only in the United States but operates as a management 
concern that will build a steel plant and manage it and sell its output 
in France and Italy and Turkey and other countries, such as Brazil, 
and is actually doing that—Brooks has general supervision of pay 
scales all over the world. He had Brooks make a check on the average 
pay increases in Armco world-wide, and he found that it ran about 
10 percent, which was rather interesting in that the practical applica- 
tion of the principles which we used turned out to be dollarwise exactly 
as we propose to recommend to you here: that there be a 10-percent 
increase. 

Mr. Kiipay. What is the effect of the philosophy of the Hook 
Commission report based on your studies, on placing an automatic 








ceiling on any of the increases that may be granted, bearing in mind 
your recommendation that it should be a percentagewise increase? 

Mr. Wuitinc. Do you mean the proposed $800 ceiling? 

Mr. Kiupay. Yes. 

Mr. Wuitrne. We think that would be an error. We think it 
would be a serious error. It would distort and probably over a period 
of years destroy what is now the finest pay system in the world. 

I think that there is more of a modern, practical, sensible applica- 
tion of pay in this military pay system than in any other pay system 
that you can get. This was not done under pressure. It was done in 
a scientific way, starting at the bottom with a starting pay that would 
attract people to the Military Establishment. 

Mr. Kiitpay. And holding on to the end? 

Mr. Wuartina. And holding it from the very bottom until the man 
retired, and then he is taken care of under a retirement system that is 
fair and just. We built it like you would build the steps of a ladder. 
It is rather interesting to go back and see why certain things happened 
in the pay system. 

For instance—and it will not take me but a minute to digress here 
to tell vou about this—in the Civil War we found that there were 
men as old as 85 vears of age on active service as officers in companies. 
There was one old man who as the captain of a company out in the 
West, an Indian-fighter company, who was 82 years old. They had 
regimental promotion then, and he was waiting for somebody to die, 
somebody ahead of him. He did not get promoted. So, they had 
to start a retirement system, and the only reason that we did get 
retirement in 1861, and 1862, and 1863 was to take care of those men 
who were 70, 65, and up to 82 vears of age. That was the practical 
application. 

Then we began to ask, Why is there an 18-percent difference be- 
tween the first heutenant and the captain, and a 31-percent difference 
between the captain and the major? Everybody said, “We do not 
know; that is the way it was.” 

Mr. Kintpay. That was your old pay system at that time. And 
there was no rhyme or reason to it. 

Mr. Warrinc. None whatever. There was no balance in it. A 
lieutenant colonel, 30 years in grade and experience, got exactly the 
same pay as a brigadier general got—maybe there was a $25-a-month 
difference. 

The reason for that I knew, because I worked on the 1923 Pay 
Commission, where they said that you may increase men and pro- 
mote them and make adjustments if you do not raise the amount of 
money necessary. 

Mr. Kinpay. Of course, in the pay bill of 1942, and then in the 
next pay bill and gain in the Career Compensation Act, those of us 
who served on each of those subcommittees became thoroughly con- 
vinced that whenever you worked on military pay scales you had to 
go from the bottom to the top; otherwise, vou got out of line. Differ- 
entials between grades and responsibilities became distorted. 

Do you think that this $800 limitation would be the beginning of 
a return to the hodgepodge that we had prior to the Commission’s 
activity? 

Mr. Wurrtna. I think it would do that and destroy the practical 
application of the pay system to military pay. I think it would 
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destroy in time the steps of the ladder which we built, when we tried 
to give a man a fair and just compensation for the responsibility 
which he had and which he had to carry out. 

I think it would be a terrible blunder to change the pay system 
as you have it so that when you get to the grade of lieutenant colonel 
you are prevented from granting any further increases. 

For instance, I can visualize now very easily that, if 4 years from 
now or 2 years from now it became necessary again to increase pay, 
a lieutenant colonel might again get more money than a colonel or 
even a brigadier general. 

Mr. Kintpay. When you went to work on the Hook Commission, 
that situation actually existed; did it not? 

Mr. Wuirina. Definitely. Fogies would give many men more 
pay—for instance, a lieutenant might make more money than his 
‘aptain. 

Mr. Kiupay. We tried for many years to eliminate that but never 
got anywhere. At that time there was an automatic ceiling on the 
total amount of pay and allowances which an individual could receive 
and in many instances it resulted in a man going from lieutenant 
colonel to colonel but taking an actual decrease in pay. 

Mr. Wuririna. That is correct. 

Mr. Kinpay. This would be the reinstitution of a system that we 
finally got rid of after years of effort. 

Mr. Wuitina. After some 80 years of not being very satisfactory 
to the men who had to live under it. 

Mr. Kinpay. Of course, the bill here has a provision in it making 
it retroactive to July 1, 1951. The figures that we have indicate 
that that feature alone would cost $273 million—just the retroactive 
part of it. Do you feel that we should deal with this retoactively or 
try to provide the necessary increases from the effective date of the 
act, or as of November 1, or something of that kind? 

Mr. Wuitrinc. Mr. Chairman, if the Commission were again in 
session here and you asked that question of the four of us, I think it 
would be unanimous that in our opinion it should not be retroactive, 
that it should take effect after the Congress has given its approval 
of the new pay scale, with the increases provided for, as against the 
present pay scale, whatever the effective date is. I think in the 
public interest as well as the military interest that is the way it 
should be done. 

Mr. Kinpay. Of course, there would be great administrative diffi- 
culties, I believe you would agree from your experience, in classifica- 
tion of personnel and things of that kind, to attempt to go back and 
locate personnel who are now out of the service, or their next of kin, 
or Reserves who have survivors, or dependents? 

Mr. Warrrnea. I do not. think, if you speak to anybody who has 
ever tried to do it, that they would disagree as to the very difficult 
methods of operation that must be undertaken to take care of retro- 
active pay bills like this. 

Mr. Kitpay. And the additional cost of $274 million would be just 
the beginning, the administrative cost would have to be added to that. 

Mr. WuirinG. It is quite interesting what administrative costs can 
do to you. On the matter of the $10,000 free insurance that we pro- 
posed in our bill, we showed that it could be done at a saving rather 
than at a loss; the administrative cost of handling the insurance under 








2260 


the systems which we had to use would cost us 6 percent and the 
administrative cost of the amount of insurance involved, and the 
administrative cost of the actual handling of it after the man was 
killed or died in service would cost 2 percent. There was a difference 
whereby we could save $75 million a year in that kind of operation. 
That is exactly what you get into here with three and a half million 
people, when you have administrative costs pile up on you. 

Mr. Kiupay. I know from conversation with Mr. McHugh, that 
he was very positive on this matter of administrative costs and I be- 
lieve the report indicated that the administrative costs exceeded the 
total benefits paid? 

Mr. Wuitinc. That is correct, and we could have saved 11,000 
personnel in addition. 

Mr. Kixpay. Of course, the matter of increases for retired personnel 
also comes up. That matter was studied by your Commission, I 
believe? 

Mr. Wnuitina. At great length. We had 100 retirement plans from 
100 different groups; Government, colleges, universities, great corpo- 
rations and small corporations and medium-sized corporations, minis- 
ters’ funds, and all that sort of thing—church funds. When we got 
all through we came to the conclusion that we had a good retirement 
system but that it had to be adjusted in order to meet living costs as 
they increase. 

Mr. Kitpay. When you concluded your work on the Hook Commis- 
sion and submitted your report, it was not then a question primarily 
of a cost-of-living increase, but a reorganization of our system and the 
creation of a scientific system which could be subject to automatic in- 
creases or decreases as the economic situation changed. 

Mr. Wuarrinc. That is correct. And on that, after many months of 
study we were very firmly of the belief that you must not tie military 
pay to a cost-of-living system, that you must build a career pay system 
so that a man knew years ahead of time what he was going to get and 
build such a framework so that you could adjust the funds upward or 
downward as the necessities of the Government made that desirable. 

Mr. Kitpay. We wanted to get rid of these inequalities that we had 
prior to the Career Compensation Act, so that now a straight percent- 
age increase could be had, if cost of living increased, or a decrease if 
the cost of living should decrease. 

Mr. Wuittnc. We also wanted very clearly to establish the fact 
that we had to make the pay system so sound and so practical and so 
efficient that pressure groups never could throw it out of line. 

Mr. Kitpay. Then in our present situation, from your knowledge of 
the increases in the cost of living and the action that has been taken 
on pay scales by industry and others, vou would say that a 10-percent 
increase for those who are retired would be in order? 

Mr. Wuirtina. In order, and we recommend as a group of indi- 
viduals who were former members of this active Commission, that that 
be done and that there be no limitation of $800. 

When I was a youngster, I was chairman of the board of the 
Indiana Limestone Co., which provided the stone for most of the 
burldings here in Washington, it being the largest company of its 
kind in the world. It had had a long history in the stone industry and 
employed a great many thousand men. 
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The man who headed up the company told me in the very beginning, 
“You are young and I am going to give you the benefit of my experi- 
ence. Whenever you make a wage increase in the company or consider 
one—if I am not here to guide you—whenever you raise the water boy 
be sure to raise everybody else up through to the president because 
you just will not do well if you do not do it that way.” 

In this situation, whenever you increase the pay of the private first 
class or the sergeant or the lieutenant or the captain, through the 
grades that run up to the field officers, you must also increase the 
others, increase the pay of the management. 

I was thinking the other day, when I was in England, that if a 
captain on a carrier made a mistake which would lose the carrier, with 
maybe $50 or $60 or $70 million worth of property on it, all of the pay 
increases that you could make for a number of years for that particular 
branch of the service would be wiped out and if the man through his 
ability and capacity saved that carrier, he would be worth any amount 
of money that you could pay him. Men in the Army can save so 
much money in certain operations that the cost of the increase in the 
pay system is infinitesimal. The Director of Naval Operations, the 
Director of Air, the head of the Army or the Marine Corps, or of the 
Public Health Service—that type of management is the most efficient 
management. And I would like to say as a tribute to the Armed 
Forces, that I think that industry can learn a great deal from the 
Armed Forces in the art of management, in spite of the fact that the 
opinion is frequently the reverse and everybody thinks that industrial 
management is the only sound and efficient management. If you can 
get these men where they have the feeling that they are going to be 
well taken care of, I think they can save this country millions and 
millions of dollars. : 

Mr. Kiupay. And you are speaking not only of the money that they 
might save in combat, but the lives that they might save, the value 
of which cannot be calculated. 

Mr. Wuirtina. Of course. Likewise, you may move an Air Force 
operation from here down the road 2 miles, and it might cost $2 
million. And compare that with what this item of increase for 
colonels and above, something like $400,000. One man’s judgment 
in an air operation, to move down the road several miles might cost 
as much as 4 years of this pay increase. If you lose one battleship— 
if we had lost the Missouri instead of the Missouri being rescued, we 
would have lost more money there than a pay increase for officers 
would cost for the next 10 years. 

Mr. Kixtpay. Then if this pay increase is justified at this time— 
and 10 percent is probably the proper amount—there should be no 
automatic cut-off at $800 or any other amount; the increase should 
go from the very lowest pay and rank to the very highest pay and rank. 

Mr. WuitinG. To the top. 

Mr. Kixpay. And a comparable increase should go to the retired 
personnel in the way of a cost-of-living increase. Have I summarized 
that accurately? 

Mr. Warrinc. You have summarized it very well and I think I 
should say this as a citizen and a man who has a great interest in the 
Armed Forces and their continuation as a great organization in our 
life. I do not think we should put any bar to increasing the top 
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management of the military or other operations. The amount of 
responsibility that a man takes on today on a $50-million carrier or 
a $100-million carrier is so far beyond what they had years ago, that 
you just cannot compare them. That being true I think we should 
not do something that would make it necessary in a vear or 2 years 
from now to come back and have another hearing like this to take 
care of the officers above the grade, say, of lieutenant colonel or colonel. 
I think we should establish today the policy, insofar as we can, in 
this proposed amendment to the act, that when you make a pay 
increase, you make it from the very bottom to the very top of the 
Establishment. 

Mr. Kinpay. Is that not even truer in the military than in civilian 
employment, because of the fact that at all times and places there 
must be a superior who is in command and a definite system under 
which, in the event of a casualty, the order of command would be set. 
Therefore, it would not be proper to disturb that, because a system of 
command we must always have in the military. 

Mr. Wuirtna. Yes, sir. On the whole I do not think you will find 
that the Military Establishment is guided by as many political 
necessities as you find in employment in other parts of the Govern- 
ment. Few men could get their commissions and carry out their 
work as it is necessary today in the Military Establishment by being 
appointed because they were a friend of somebody, or whatever the 
operation may be. I think if there is any place where men in Ameri- 
can life must win their positions by actual performance and respon- 
sibility, it is in the Military Establishment. 

Mr. Kiipay. Thank you, Mr. Whiting. Are there any further 
questions? ; 

Mr. Buanprorp. Mr. Whiting, it might interest you to know that 
to remove this $800 limitation now contained in. the bill will result in 
a net increase in the cost of this bill of one two-thousandths. Do you 
think we are justified in removing the $800 limitation in view of the 
infinitesimak amount involved, and the distortion that would result 
from having an $800 limitation in the bill? 

Mr. Wuirina. I think if you do not remove the limitation, you will 
pay for it many, many times over in other places in the Military 
Establishment. I would certainly pay for the ability and responsibil- 
ity that these men at the top take, because if you will go back over 
history, you will find that the time the man wants to leave the Mili- 
tary Establishment is usually at the age of 42 or 45 or 48, after his 
family is beginning to grow up, and he can get employment in civilian 
life which is much more attractive in terms of immediate dollars, or 
for whatever reason he wants to leave the service. If you do not 
make the man at the top feel that he gets every benefit that every 
other man in the establishment gets, you are going to pay for it 
many times more than the one two-thousandths, the $480,000, which 
is infinitesimal in this matter. 

Again, as I said, one mistake of one man can wipe out 10 years of 
the savings that you would make under this $800 limitation. 

Mr. Kixipay. The thing that would disturb me about it is the 
work that the members of the Hook Commission put in over many 
months in eliminating the inequalities which had long existed, and 
the time that the committee and the Congress took to establish a 
system, and now the very first time that that bill is proposed to be 
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amended, one of the principal elements of the bill is eliminated, so 
that it seems to me we would be throwing away all the work that was 
done by the Commission and its staff and all that we went through 
here in the Congress in finally drafting that bill. 

Mr. Wurtine. And it is the soundest, most scientific, most 
efficient pay system, military pay system in existence. It is capable 
of being managed inside of its framework, according to the financial 
necessities of the Government and of the Military Establishment and 
you do not have to do anything to this pay system that we have today 
but reestablish the pay charts as they are and substitute the current 
prices as against the old ones. 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Whiting, we thank you for coming here and 
testifying. I know that it has been an inconvenience to you, but it 
has been of great help to us. 

I understand that a number of organizations are desirous of sub- 
mitting statements for the record. Without objection they will be 
included in the record at this point and, as we haveno other witnesses 
to hear at this time, the committee will go into executive session. 

(The following statements were submitted for the record.) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE RETIRED Orricers ASSOCIATION 


I am Vice Adm. Harry G. Hamlet, United States Coast Guard, retired, 
president of the Retired Officers Association, which is composed of commissioned 
officers and warrant officers, Regular and Reserve, male and female, of the seven 
uniformed services. 

I appreciate being given the opportunity to appear on behalf of our association 
to preesnt our views on the bill, H. R. 5664, which provides for an increase in 
the pay of members of the uniformed services. 

The Retired Officers Association strongly supports the pending bill, H. R. 
5664, and urges its enactment during the present session of the Congress, as an 
urgent necessity due to the increased cost of living. 

As the result of these expanding living costs, necessary pay increases have 
generally been granted in industry and private enterprise and are in the process 
of being granted to postal and other Government workers at this time. 

Since the enactment of the Career Compensation Act of 1949, living costs have 
been steadily increasing. The rates of pay included in this act are substantially 
less than those proposed by the Hook Commission, having been reduced below 
the recommended standards during the legislative process. The present diffi- 
culties of economic maintenance which confront members of the uniformed serv- 
ices, therefore, result both from the inadequacy of the original rates themselves 
and from the impact of rising prices. 

It will be generally agreed that increases in pay, under the prevailing conditions, 
are as necessary to provide a proper living standard for military personnel as in 
the cases of those engaged in civilian pursuits. Surely, it will be the desire of 
the entire country to grant cost-of-living pay increases to military personnel, 
upon whose service we must rely for our security, with equality and as promptly 
as in the case of civilian workers. 

The impact of the increased living costs falls heavily upon personnel of the 
uniformed services, active and retired. There are additional factors which make 
this especially true of the military personnel, due to the nature of the services 
performed and the incidental extra expenses involved of which the committee is 
well aware. 

The Retired Officers Association is gratified to note that retired personnel are 
generally included in the pending legislation for percentage-of-pay increases. 
This accords with the usual practice of the Congress in situations such as that with 
which we are now confronted. 

Our headquarters for a long time has been receiving communications from 
retired personnel depicting their difficulties in meeting the costs of the necessities 
of life. 

It is our belief that all retired personnel were intended to be included in the 
proposed increases. The bill, however, as written, will not accomplish this 
purpose. 
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Technically, the bill, insofar as it relates to retired personnel, will increase the 
retired pay only of personnel whose retired pay is computed on the basis of the 
rates provided in the Career Compensation Act of 1949. Some retired personnel 
retired prior to October 1, 1949, the effective date of the act, almost all of whom 
were retired for physical disability, do not receive their retired pay based upon the 
rates provided in this act, but upon rates which existed under prior laws. © In order 
to grant increases to all retired personnel. it will be necessary appropriately to 
amend the bill to cover those who are not included in its present language. 

It is believed that this can be accomplished by amending section 1 (d) of the 
bill by inserting the number ‘‘519,’”’ between the numbers ‘‘508” and ‘‘527.”’ 

The Retired Officers Association recommends that the bill be so amended and, 
as thus amended, enacted during the present session of the Congress. 





STaTEMENT OF CHARLES E. Lorcren, NaTionaLJSecretary, FLeet_ResERVE 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, the Fleet Reserve Association, representing the 
enlisted men of the Navy and Marine Corps, joins with the officials of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, and the Navy, in urging enactment of H. R. 5664, a bill to pro- 
vide for an increase in the pay and certain allowances of members of the uniformed 
services, With such amendments as in the judgment of the committee are found to 
be justifiable as the result of the hearings which are now in progress. 

As national secretary of the Fleet Reserve Association I have but one amend- 
ment to propose, and that is, that those personnel who elected to continue in 
receipt of “saved pay” under the Career Compensation Act, including those re- 
tired for physical disability, be granted the 10 percent increase in retainer or retired 
pay on the amount of their “saved pay,”’ which would be an equitable amendment 
to compensate for increased living costs based on present standards. 

In illustration, I wish to point out the plight of a small group of fleet reservists, 
now retired, in the 20- to 22-year bracket of years of active Federal service, who 
first entered the Navy or Marine Corps prior to July 1, 1925. In this group 
particularly, are many older men, some of whom are veterans of the Spanish- 
Amrican War, and also World War I. Because of age or infirmity they were 
prevented from being ordered to active duty in World War II, as a result of which 
they could not build up additional active service credit to benefit financially on 
the retired list under the pay formula specified in the Career Compensation Act 
of 1949. 

It should be pointed out that all men in this group with more than 22 years of 
active Federal service received some increase under the Career Compensation Act, 
but those in the 20-, 21-, and 22-year bracket remained static and continued in 
receipt of their retired pay, of $145.20 for the 20-year man, as fixed by the Pay 
Readjustment Act of 1942. 

Thus, this smail group has had no adjustment in their retired pay for the past 
9 years, during which time living costs have spiraled appreciably, and the eco- 
nomic situation in which they now find themselves in their declining years of 
life would seem to merit favorable consideration by the committee to grant them 
a 10-percent increase in the retired pay they are now receiving as ‘‘saved pay,” 
and it is respectfully urged that the bill be so amended. 

In conclusion, the Twenty-fourth National Convention of the Fleet Reserve 
Association, recently concluded at Jacksonville, Fla., mandated our national 
service committee to support an increase in pay for the armed services, including 
active, Fleet Reserve, and retired personnel, and the Fleet Reserve Association 
is deeply appreciative of the genuine interest which the committee is manifesting 
on the pending bill. oe 





SraTeEMENT oF G. D. TirtcHmMan, NATIONAL ADJUTANT, THE DISABLED 
EMERGENCY OFFICERS OF THE WorLD Wars 


Iam G. D. Tilghman, national adjutant of the Disabled Emergency Officers of 
the World Wars, an association of non-Regular officers of the Armed Forces who 
served in time of war and who have been retired because of line-of-duty disability. 

A cost-of-living pay increase for all military personnel is strongiy recommended 
by the organization for which I speak. 

In its present form, H. R. 5664 would not permit an increase in the pay of 
those persons retired because of disability before enactment of the Career Com- 
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pensation Act of 1949 and who are receiving pay under laws in-effeet prior to 
October 1, 1949. Many persons in this category who were only partially disabled 
at the time of retirement and, therefore, could not qualify for pay at a higher rate 
under the Career Compensation Act are now totally disabled and cependent 
upon their retirement pay for the necessities of life. They, too, are finding it 
difficult to cope with the constant increases in the cost of rent, food, and clothing. 

For the reasons indicated, the Disabled Emergeney Officers of the World Wars 
sincerely hopes that the bill before you will be amended so as to provide a 10-per- 
cent increase for al) retired personnel. 


—$——$—_— 


RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Washington, D. C., October 15, 1951. 
Hon. Paur J. Kinpay, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Kiupay: The Reserve Officers Association is heartily in favor of 
the passage of H. R. 5664, which provides for an increase in the pay and certain 
allowances of members of the uniformed services. 

There are, however, two exceptions that we would like to register against the 
bill as presently written, and trust that vour subcommittee may see fit to correct 
these two points. The first exception is that we feel that the increase of pay 
should be given all retired personnel, irrespective of whether or not such retired 
personnel chose to convert their retirement after the passage of the Career Com- 
pensation Act; and, secondly, we would strongly urge that the $800 ceiling pro- 
vision be eliminated from the bill. 

With the two above exceptions, we strongly endorse the bill. 

Yours sincerely, 
EK. A. Evans, Executive Director. 


(Whereupon the subcommittee went into executive session.) 
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[No. 53] 


FULL COMMITTEE HEARING ON H, R. 4928, H. R. 1181, H. R. 1215, 
H. R, 5715, H. R. 4979 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washingten, D. C., Tuesday, October 16, 1951. 


H. R. 4928 


The committee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Carl Vinson (chairman of the 
committee) presiding. 

he CHargMAN. Let the committee come to order. Members of 

the committee, we have this morning our distinguished colleague from 

be patucky, J idge Spence, who has a bill with reference to the city 


ICH, 


cat vewport, Fy. 

Ir. Spencf#, the committee is delighted to have you here. 

=Mr. Spente. Mr. Chairman, in 1804 the city of Newport —that is, 
the Government of the United States purchased from the trustees of 
the city of Newport less than 6 acres of land for the establishment of 
a military-reBervation. It was at the confluence of the Ohio and the 
Licking aver. The Newport Barracks was established there and 
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remained until 1892, when the Fort Thomas Military Keservation was 
established in the same county. The Newport Barracks was aban- 
doned and the Government of the United States conveyed to the city 
of Newport the land formerly occupied by the barracks as a park, for 
park purposes. 

Since that time there has been a flood wall constructed across this 
land which has taken at least 50 percent of it. Heretofore the land 
was of very little value because it was in the flood region. In the last 
90 years there have been 45 floods that have devastated this section 
of the city of Newport. A flood wall has been built around the land, 
and the city now wants to obtain it as a site for a public housing 
project. 

Now, | have prepared two bills, one that strikes out the reservation 
in the deed that it shall be used for park purposes. and the other 
providing that the Secretary of the Army may convey it by quitclaim 
deed to the city of Newport. 

I think the former method is simpler. But I understand that the 
administration would rather convey it by quitclaim deed. tither 
way would be perfectly acceptable to the city of Newport. 

The Cuarrman. The letter from the Department, members of the 
committee, is favorable and it is satisfactory to the Budget. And 
the Department recommends: 

The foregoing recommendation can be effected by the addition to the seetio: 
2 of the bill as follows: 


“Src, 2. The deed of conveyance from the Secretary of the Army shall provide 
in such manner as he shall deem necessary to protect the interest of the United 
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States for waiver by the city of Newport of any claim for damages which has 
arisen or which may in the future arise because of the river and harbor flood- 
control activities of the Department of the Army.”’ 

Now, that should be printed as section 2 in H. R. 4972? 

Mr. Spence. Well, that will be perfectly satisfactory to the city, 
l assure vou. And the city wants to acquire the land, easements, and 
rights-of-way for the flood wall. They have acquired this right-of- 
way across the city park without any deed. 1 suppose the Govern- 
ment is perfectly willing for them to do that. There certainly couldn’t 
be auvthing that the Government could obtain from this. It would be 
a very fine thing to give it to the city for the purposes for which it is 
asked. 

The CHARMAN. Any questions from members of the Committee? 

My. Exsron. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrmMan. Mr. Elston. 

Mr. Eusron. | only want to say that this district of the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Kentucky adjoins my district, separated 
only by the Ohio River. 

Mr. Spence. Yes. 

Mir. Etsron. I happen to know how exceedingly important it is to 
the people of Kentucky that this flood wall be maintained. So I am 
certain that the request of the gentleman from Kentucky is well taken, 

Mr. Spence. Thank vou. 

Mr. Exsron. And this bill should be passed. 

The CHarrMan. Without objection—— 

Mr. Eusron. I move a favorable report on it, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrRMAN. Without objection, the motion of the gentleman 
from Ohio, with the section 2, as amended, as suggested by the Depart- 
ment, is agreed to.” Thank you, Judge. It is a pleasure to have had 
vou here. And Mr. Elston, will vou report this bill? 

Mr. Exston. Glad to. 

The CHarrmMan. With the amendment. 

Now, Mr. Smart, fix up the amendment and the report. 

Mr. Spence. | hope it can be brought up before—— 

The CHarrmMan. Yes. Ask unanimous consent to take it to the 
Speaker's table and let’s get through with it. 

Mr. Spence. Thank vou very much. 


H.R. 1181 


The CuatrMan. Now, members of the committee, we passed some- 
time ago H. R. 1181, a bill to authorize the payment of claims arising 
from the creation of military and naval records. That bill was sub- 
mitted to the House by Mr. Durham. The Senate has acted on it 
with various amendments. 

Now, Mr. Smart, will you read these amendments to Mr. Durham’s 
bill? 

Mr. Smarr. There are three amendments, Mr. Chairman. The 
first is merely a protective amendment, added by the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. It was that committee rather than the Senate Armed 
Services that finally reported this bill out. It forbids payment of any 
claim as a result of action by the Board for the Correction of Military 
Records if that claim has heretofore been compensated by Congress 
through the enactment of a private law—to prevent double payment. 
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The second amendment requires the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Treasury to make semiannual reports to Congress of 
all claims paid pursuant to the bill. 

The third amendment was added to insure that the enactment of 
this bill would in no sense encroach upon the authority of the Admin- 
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs under existing law. It was not intended 
that this bill would deprive the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs of 
any authority which he exercises pursuant to law. 

As I view the amendments, Mr. Chairman, they are innocuous. 
They are merely protective and I see nothing wrong with accepting 
them. 

The CuHatrMan. Without objection, the gentleman from North 
Carolina is authorized to call up the bill from the Speaker’s table and 
agree to the Senate amendment. 

Mr. Smarr. May J add at that point, I just have been advised that 
a motion has been made in the Senate to reconsider the Senate bill. 
Bscnacts 
The CHairmMan. Then we have to get it over here first. Then, if it 
comes over with these same amendments we will accept it and move 
its approval by the House. 


H. R. 1215 


Here is H. R. 1215, a bill by Mr. Sasscer. Here are two Senate 
amendments. Read these Senate amendments, Mr, Smart. 

Mr. Smarr. H. R. 1215 was a land and property transaction bill. 
It passed the Senate on October 11 with two amendments. The first 
deleted section 102, which was a specific authorization for a conveyance 
by the Navy to the government of Puerto Rico for highway purposes. 
It was the Senate position that the Navy had failed to justify that 
project before their committee, so they struck it out. 

The second amendment deleted all of tithe IIL of the bill. Title III 
involves three industrial plants and one warehouse which under the 
terms of a section of title II] would be transferred to either the Army 
or the Air Force. At the present time these facilities are taxable and 
any transfer to the Army and the Air Force would remove them from 
the tax rolls. 

For that reason the Senate committee objected and all of title LI 
was stricken from the bill by the committee amendment. 

This bill particularly affects the Navy in titles I and II and it has 
urgent need for those provisions. In checking with the Navy, they 
urge that the committee accept the Senate amendments and pass the 
bill. Anything that they may need as a result of these deletions in 
the Senate amendment can subsequently be considered in separate 
legislation. 

The Cuairman. Then you do not think it is necessary to go to 
conference? 

Mr. Smart. No, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. All right. Without objection, Mr. Sasscer is 
authorized to call up and agree to the Senate amendments. 

Before we take up Mr. Kilday’s bill, I want to make a little 
announcement. You know we are spending large sums of money on 
bases and public works in Europe and Africa. I think it is in the 
interest of economy and the interest of keeping the committee thor- 
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oughly posted as to the status that a subcommittee be appointed to 
go to Europe, if it meets with the approval of the Speaker—and 
the Speaker must approve all these kinds of trips—with a sub- 
committee from Mr. Hardy’s Expenditure and from Mr. Mahon’s 
committee. If there is no objection, I would like to designate a 
committee of seven members from this committee to make the inves- 
tigations and to make a report back. 

Any objections? If not, why I will designate the following mem- 
bers: Mr. Hardy, chairman, Mr. Green, Mr. Doyle, Mr. Clemente, 
Mr. Norblad, Mr. Gavin, and Mr. Bates. And they will look over 
the whole public-works situation, and a subcommittee from the 
Expenditures Committee and Mr. Mahon will be invited to send one 
or two members from his committee to go sometime during the recess 
of Congress. All right. 

Now, Mr. Kilday. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Chairman, could I bring up one matter? 

The CHairMaANn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Chairman, I just wondered now during this con- 
gressional recess or adjournment of the Congress, I wondered if it 
might be possible for either the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
or someone come up here in executive session or public and just kind 
of talk over with us before we go home what the general situation is 
today as to our defense problem. I think it might be well for us to 
have some kind of an understanding to better acquaint ourselves with 
exactly what is going on and let them tell us a little something, what 
they feel they can tell us. 

The CuHarrman. Of course, I would say in response to that what 
they tell would have to be highly classified. I think the committee 
is pretty well postéd as to what in a general way is going on. But 
if it is the desire of the committee to have General Bradley to come 
up and make a general statement and account on his recent trip over 
there, why it might be beneficial to the members of the committee. 
I will try to take it up with General Bradley to see what time would 
be convenient for him. 

H. R. 5715 

Mr. Kilday. 

Mr. Kinpay. Mr. Chairman, I am reporting H. R. 5715. It isa 
clean bill, which I offered on yesterday to reflect the action taken by 
the subcommittee on proposed pay increase. 

First, I would like to say that I am sure many of you have heard 
from individuals and groups who are seeking an adjustment of some 
inequality or something of that kind which exists in the Career Com- 
pensation Act. Many of these are groups who were not included in 
the Career Compensation Act and some of them are groups or indi- 
viduals who because of rulings made by the Comptroller General or 
the Judge Advocates General of the various services have not received 
benefits under that act. Others have to do with pay legislation of 
vears ago. And, of course, there have been many suggestions with 
reference to additional pay and things of that kind. 

We, of course, have been faced with a time element. I might say 
also that the subcommittee which handled the Career Compensation 
Act has been hopeful ever since we convened that we could get to- 
gether on a more or less omnibus bill to adjust these inequalities and 
rectify a number of decisions which we feel were not in accordance 
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with the intention of the committee at the time that we reported and 
passed that bill. 

Of course, the committee understands that we have been a little 
busy this vear on UMT and a number of other things and haven't 
been able to do it. The subcommittee does feel that if anything is 
to be done on a pay increase it is going to have to be limited to a 
pay increase generally without at this time attempting to adjust 
these other matters or to add any additional pay. 

Now, H. R. 5715, the bill that I am reporting, provides for a 10- 
percent increase in pay and allowances across the board. The bill 
which was brought up by the Department contained a pay increase, 
pay and allowances, with a provision that no individual would receive 
any increase in excess of $800. It also contained a provision making 
the pay increase retroactive to July 1, 1951. 

The bill as reported by the subcommittee eliminates the $800 ceil- 
ing. In that connection, I want to say that this was a matter that 
was of very grave concern to the Hook Commission and to the com- 
mittee at the time we passed the Career Compensation Act. 

Prior to that law, our pay system was a hodgepodge. There was 
no rhyme nor reason to it. ‘There was no definite percentage increases 
by reason of increased grade. So you couldn’t say that in any manner 
it compensated on the basis of responsibility assumed and service ren- 
dered. That was the underlying philosophy of the Hook report and 
of the Career Compensation Act, that all personnel would be com- 
pensated on the basis of responsibility and service. 

One of the things that we had been struggling with for years to 
eliminate from the former pay system was an artificial ceiling on total 
pay and allowance which could be received by any member of the 
armed services. There was a provision at that time very similar to 
this $800 cut-off which had the effect of having a colonel upon pro- 
motion from lieutenant colonel actually in many instances suffering 
a pay decrease, which, of course, was not a healthy situation in any 
pay system. 

I mentioned the fact that our time was very short, but I did have 
an opportunity to talk to Mr. Hook by long-distance telephone. He 
was unable to get here originally because of a commitment to make 
a speech in Texas, outside of my district. Then I don't believe he 
was able to fill that engagement because of illness. I talked to Mr. 
McHugh, who was also a member of the Hook Commission, and he 
was unable to come because he is now president of the New York 
Telephone Co. and is engaged in a rate case in the State of New 
York. I talked to Mr. Lawrence Whiting, of the Merchandise Mart 
in Chicago, and he came and testified before the subcommittee. 

And on that particular provision, I would like to quote a little bit 
from his testimony with reference to the manner in which they arrived 
at these pay scales, and so on. 

He testified to the thoroughness with which the present pay scales 
were prepared. Studies were made of 100 types of employment in 
the United States and the Commission arrived at military equiva- 
lents. Over 2 million names with actual incomes were studied and 
from this came a median scale: 


We took their actual pay and built our military scale on the basis of what the 
average pay was United States-wide and compared it with the pay of the men 
who took up military as a career. 








2272 


We questioned him with reference to the $800 ceiling and he 
testified : 

We think that would be an error. We think it would be a serious error. It 
would distort and probably over a period of years destroy what is now the finest 
pay system in the world. 

Now, incidentally, eliminating the cut-off results in an additional 
cost per annum of only $405,000 while the total bill represents a cost 
of $832 million. So for an inconsequential saving you would be dis- 
rupting more than a year’s work by the Hook Commission and be 
initiating the first step back to the hodgepodge that we had prior to 
the Career Compensation Act. 

The subcommittee has eliminated the retroactive feature. We 
realized that we have passed a postal bill containing a provision 
retroactive to July 1, 1951. In the first place, we want to point out 
that whether it is proper or not or whether it is the right system or 
not, it is nevertheless true that through the vears we have had a 
different system of compensation for military personnel and for 
civilian personnel of the Government. We have always had two 
different systems, and there is no point in attempting to bring the 
two systems into line on one proposition. If that was to ever be 
done, it has to be done throughout the pay system. 

In addition, even though the turn-over in civilian employees of 
the Government is tremendous, by comparison with the military 
the civilian employment situation is more or. less static, and when 
you take 3 million men in the uniformed services with the limitations 
on the length of service and things of that kind, vou have a tremen- 
dous turn-over. And if you would attempt to go back to July 1, 1951, 
to adjust the pay of persons who were in and out of the service— 
maybe in, out, and back in—vou would have a tremendous adminis- 
trative load and you would have an additional cost of $277 million 
just to make this retroactive to July 1. Of course, that would 
not be a recurring cost. That would be the one cost, whereas the 
$832 million, of course, is a recurring cost. 

The bill, of course, provides for the 10 percent increase for those 
who are retired. In that connection, I hope the committee will 
remember that in all legislation of this type the retired personnel 
have been considered along with the active-duty personnel and under 
our laws a man in the retired status is still a military man, he is still 
a member of the military, to the same extent as a man who is in 
active-duty status. Of course, his increase would be as much as the 
active-duty personnel because the retired man does not receive any 
allowances. He only receives a percentage of base pay. This bill, 
providing an increase of both pay and allowances for the active-duty 
personnel, of course would not provide any increase on allowances 
for retired personnel for the simple reason that they don’t draw any 
allowances. They only draw a percentage of base pay. Now, I 
believe that those are the principal provisions of the bill. You 
see 

Mr. Suorr. It is permanent? 

Mr. Kitpay. It is permanent legislation. You will see that it 
constitutes a uniform pay increase. Now, in testifying the Hook Com- 
mission stated that while it did not feel that it had accomplished a 
perfect scale, it did feel that it had accomplished a system arrived at 
scientifically which could be either raised or lowered percentagewise by 
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whatever amount the economic situation might show in the future. 
What we are attempting to accomplish in this bill is a percentagewise 
increase. Though it may be a forlorn hope, if the cost of living should 
go down, we would then be able to apply a percentage decrease and 
would not in this bill be causing any distortion of the principle that 
was involved. It would remain a scientific system subject to increase 
or decrease no matter what the economic situation might be in the 
future. 

So I think that that is about whet the committee would want to 
report. Of course, I would be glad to attempt to answer any questions 
that anvbody might have. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Kilday, on behalf of myself as well as the other 
members, I know, of the committee, we want to thank you for vour 
hearing and the careful consideration you gave this bill. You were 
the author of the pay bill and when this bill came up from the Depart- 
ment I was in Georgia and I wired them to ask you to introduce it. 
I wanted you to handle it. I think vou justify the confidence— 

Mr. Kiupay. I think I should add, Mr. Chairman, a few words with 
reference to the 10-percent increase. Congress has pretty thoroughly 
determined—the House has, and I think the Senate has in separate 
legislation—that a pay increase for some civilian employees is required 
at this time. The Wage Stabilization Board has also adopted the 
formula of approximately 10 percent. Mr. Whiting testified from his 
connections with industry and industry management that he regarded 
a 10-percent increase justified at this time because of the present situa- 
tion as to the cost of living and what not. This constitutes, of course, 
a cost-of-living increase, whereas the Career Compensation Act was 
a pay adjustment, or readjustment of pay. This constitutes only a 
cost-of-living increase. 

As I said before, it would be subject to a cost-of-living decrease 
along the same formula or to any percentage of this in the future. 

The CuHarrnman. Any questions from any members of the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Barres. I would just like to ask Mr. Kilday whether this bill 
has taken into consideration at all the new tax bill that is going 
through, or whether it is merely based upon a justification of diffi- 
culties these people are experiencing today from the cost of living? 

Mr. Kitpay. This would not be net to the recipient. 

Mr. Bares. In other words, they are practically going to be back 
in the same position in which they are today? 

Mr. Kinpay. Well, he probably wouldn’t be losing ground as 
rapidly as he is today, but he wouldn’t be gaining much ground. Of 
course, we have apparently adopted the system in C ongress that every- 
body but Members of Congress should have a pay increase, but we 
should have a decrease. 

Mr. ANpERSON. We take a reduction. 

Mr. Kitpay. We take a reduction. 

Mr. Bares. This will provide him, then, with the money to pay 
the taxes. 

Mr. Kinpay. I understand the increase would result in additional 
payment of $81 million by way of taxes. 
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The Cuairman. If there are no further questions, we will 

Mr. Suorr. I understand, Mr. Chairman Kilday, that we take out 
the $800. 

Mr. Kiupay. Yes. 

Mr. Suorr. We remove that and we knock out the retroactive 
feature? 

Mr. Kitpay. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. [| wonder if the gentleman would tell us whether 
or not this applies to retired pelple? 

Mr. Kinpay. It does. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Both categories. 

Mr. Kiupay. Yes. 

Mr. Suorr. Because a retired man is subject to the rising cost of 
living as well as the other. 

The CHatrMan. Call the roll. All in favor of reporting the bill say 
‘Ave,’ and all opposed, ‘No.’ Call the roll. 

(Roll call.) 

Mr. Harrow. On this vote, Mr. Chairman, the ayes are 24 and 
there are no nays. 

The CuarrMan. A quorum being present, the bill is unanimously 
passed. Mr. Kilday will present the bill to the House at what time 
he thinks it is convenient for the House to consider it. 


H. R. 4979 


Now, the next matter before the committee is a bill by Mr. Boggs. 
Pass that bill around. We have a telegram from Mr. Hébert about it 
this morning and we want to dispose of it because it doesn’t involve 
anything but conveyance of land. 

Now, Mr. Smart, what is this bill of Mr. Boggs’? 

My. Smarr. Mr. Chairman, this bill would authorize the Secretary 
of Defense—and, incidentally, that should be amended in line 3 to 
provide “‘the Secretary of the Air Force’’—or Air Force to convey 
to the city of New Orleans all right, title, and interest of the United 
States to approximately 376.03 acres of land situated in the town of 
Kenner, Jefferson Parish, La. In 1945, through arrangement between 
the city and the Department of the Army, the city of New Orleans put 
up $300,000 for the Army to buy this land. I don’t know the details 
of that arrangement, but it was made in order to remove certain 
‘flight hazards on adjacent land and to permit the expansion of the 
present Moisant International Airport at New Orleans. It was further 
a part of the agreement that as soon as the Army acquired the land 
with the city’s money, that they would then convey it to the city and 
the city would lease it back to the Army for a nominal consideration. 
Everything was done except the conveyance to the city. The title 
remained in the Army. At the conclusion of hostilities it was declared 
s irplus by the Air Force. As a consequence, if the original agreement 
between the city, which put its money into the project, and the Army 
is to be carried out, it is necessary to pass legislation in order to cir- 
cumvent, in effect, Public Law 152 which governs the General Services 
Administration property disposals. 
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Mr. Sort. This bill is costing the Government nothing. It is 
simply restoring to New Orleans what justly belongs to them. 

Mr. Smarr. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. What recommendation did the Department make? 

Mr. Smart. The Department of Defense interposes no objection. 
The Air Force interposes no objection. The Bureau of the Budget 
interposes no objection. And the gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. 
Hébert, urges its passage. 

The CuarrMan. Any objection from the committee? 

(No response.) 

The CuarrMan. That makes it unanimous, then. 

Now, let’s see. Then, Mr. deGraffenried, will you handle this bill? 

Without objection, the bill is favorably reported. 


MoRGANTOWN OrDNANCE WorkS MitiItrary RESERVATION 


Now we have a disposal item in reference to some ship base out in 
San Diego. 

Mr. Smart. I am advised, Mr. Chairman, that that has not yet 
been concluded. They are still gathering some evidence and it 
cannot be handled. 

The CuarrMan. All right, then we are not ready to act on that? 

Mr. Smarr. That is correct, sir. 

The Crarrman. Then, have you anything from the disposals to 
act upon? 

Mr. Smarr. I have one project, Mr. Chairman, from the Army, 
reported under the new law (Public Law 155) prior to the establish- 
ment of uniform procedures to implement title VI of the law. 

The CHarRMAN. Now, has it been circularized among all the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. Smarr. It has, and no objection has been received, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CuarrMan, All right. What is the number of it? 

Mr. Smart. It has no number. The designation of the project is 
“The Morgantown Ordnance Works Military Reservation’ at 
Morgantown, Va. It is a synthetic ammonia plant. 

Mr. Ctemente. Mr. Chairman, I ask you to pass it over without 
prejudice, as I got a 12-page letter this morning from a chemical 
company who had filed with another chemical company bids on this 
plant. The first bidder was thrown out by the Department of 
Justice under the antitrust laws for violation of the antitrust laws and 
the Department of the Army took it upon itself to throw out the other 
bid. They have not justified the reason for throwing out the other 
bid, Mr. Chairman, and are now negotiating with Matheson Chemical 
Co. I think before we approve this thing, Mr. Chairman, we ought 
to check on this a little further. 

The CuairMan. You file vour letter with Mr. Smart, so we can 
investigate it. 

Mr. CLEMENTE. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMAN. Because, you see, we must not be guilty of delaying 
these matters. They are highly important and since we have taken 
this new jurisdiction and we must act on them promptly. Whenever 
any members get any complaints about any of these projects, after 
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we circularize it through the committee, they must file them here so 
we can investigate them and act promptly. 

Mr. CLemenre. I agree with you, Mr. Chairman. I got the letter 
this morning. 

Mr. Harpy. I wonder if we could approve it subject to clearing up 
this particular matter? 

The Cuoarrman. This will probablv be the last meeting, since I am 
hoping that Congress will take an adjournment sine die on Saturday. 
We must act on these matters because they are highly important to 
the departments. 

Then, with the understanding that we approve this if it is satisfac- 
tory after this investigation, we will do so on that kind of basis. 

Mr. Smarr. May I raise one more point, Mr. Chairman, with refer» 
ence to these real-estate projects? Apparently the Congress will 
shortly adjourn. Then the committee will not be here to pass upon 
these projects. I would like to understand the wishes of the com- 
mittee as to the procedure for approval of these projects during the 
period of adjournment. 

The Cnairman. Now, we have a procedure by which if they are 
circularized and you don’t get any complaints within 10 days—— 

Mr. Smarr. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. They are approved. So we will have to follow 
that same line. And you are authorized to write a letter, then, to the 
Department that the committee interposes no objection and sign my 
name, and that binds the committee because everybody has had an 
equal opportunity. 

Mr. Suorr. To register protest. 

The CHarrMan. All right. Now we all understand how we will 
proceed. 

Mr. Smarr. Yes. 

Mr. Cuemente. Mr. Chairman, what was your determination about 
the investigation? I didn’t hear it. 

The CHarrMAN. You file the letter and we will make an investiga- 
tion and if the facts warrant holding it up we will hold it up and if it 
doesn’t we will have it approved. That is the understanding. 

Mr. Ciemente. | regret that only this morning I notified the com- 
mittee,-but I hadn’t heard from anyone except, originally, about a 
month and a half ago this gentleman said he contacted Mr. Archibald 
Alexander, the Under Secretary, and he said he never gave him any 
reason why he threw out the bid. He knew of the negotiations going 
through and he filed the letter protest. 

The CuatrmMan. You get the letter and let Mr. Courtney look it 
over. Mr. Smart is going to handle this phase of the committee work, 
all these matters. 

And when you get these projects, if you want to answer them 
answer them, and if you don’t answer them, why the machine must 
keep running. We will proceed on the basis you didn’t interpose any 
objection, if you don’t do it in 10 days. 

Anything further? If not, I want to inake an announcement. 

A few davs ago I received a letter from our distinguished clerk, Mr. 
Harlow, stating that he was going to tender his resignation effective 
sometime during this fall as he wanted to go back to Oklahoma and 
go into the business that his family has established and been operating 
for a great many years. Of course, we are all very regretful that Mr. 




















Harlow is going to find it necessary to leave us. We are going to miss 
him, because he has been our right arm and given valuable aid and 
assistance tome. We deeply regret that be finds it necessary to leave 
the committee. But the committee work must go on. 

If it meets with the approval of the committee, I would like to desig- 
nate Mr. Smart as the clerk of the committee. Of course, under the 
rules of the House, employees of the committee and the staff must be 
elected by the committee. ‘If there is no objection from any members 
of the committee, when Mr. Harlow leaves sometime during the fall, 
why we will put Mr. Smart on the roll as the clerk of the committee. 

Any objection from any members of the committee? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I move at this time that an 
appropriate resolution be prepared by the staff in the name of the 
committee expressing to Mr. Harlow our sincere and heartfelt appre- 
ciation for the services rendered and expressing our regret at his 
leaving. 

Mr. Bares. | second the motion, Mr. Chairman. 

(Additional seconds.) 

* The CuatrMan. The motion is entirely proper. We are all going 
to miss Mr. Harlow. He is one of the most outstanding employees 
around the Capitol. I know of no man that has rendered more service 
than Mr. Harlow and whose ability is so recognized as his. 

Mr. Duruam. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrMaNn. Mr. Durham. 

Mr. Duruam. Mr. Chairman, will the subcommittees have author- 
itv to sit during the recess? I have some work that has to be done, 
in my opinion, on the stockpiling problem, since the new Executive 
order has come out. 

The CHarrMan. Well, any time any members of the subcommittees 
feel like they are serving the public interest by calling the subcom- 
mittees together, I see no objection for the chairman of the subeommit- 
tee to call them together. 

Mr. Suorr. Notify the chairman of the full committee. 

The CuarrmMan. That is right; notify the chairman. 

Mr. Suorr. And the clerk. 

Mr. Hartow. I would suggest, sir, that if any subcommittee chair- 
man desires to take up any action while the Congress is away, he 
notify the committee chairman for approval of the action. 

The CuatrmMan. With that understanding, then, the subcommittees 
an act. 

Mr. Durnam. Why I raise the question: I think it is going to be 
necessary for some things to be finished before the first of the year. 

The Cuatrman. Allright. Then any subcommittee chairman who 
wants to hold a meeting, notify the clerk and the clerk will notify me 
and then we will hold a conference and see about it. 

Now there is another matter—— 

Mr. Doyue. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatrmMan. Yes, Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Doyie. Mr. Chairman. I am sure the vote in support of Mr. 
Van Zandt’s resolution:of compliments to Mr. Harlow is unanimous. 
I would like to move that the record show it is approved unanimously. 

The Cuatrman. All right. Call the roll. 

Mr. Doyur. No; I don’t mean to call the roll. 

The CuatrMan. Of course it is unanimous. 








Mr. Suort. Unanimous. 

The CuarrMan. Yes. 

Now, there is another matter 

Mr. Suort. Wholeheartedly, unstintingly. 

The CuarrmMan. Now, the reason I am bringing all these things up 
is because I am hoping this is the last meeting. It is going to be 
necessary that we engage the services of three secretaries. I have 
suggested to Mr. Harlow and Mr. Smart that they interview various 
people. They have already interviewed two and probably are going 
to finish the interview with one today. We will have to have three 
additional secretaries. And it is going to be necessary to have two 
staff members. They are making an investigation of that matter 
now and when they are ready to reach a decision, I will lay it before 
the committee. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Any chance of a Republican getting the job? 

The Cuarrman. Well, we don’t have any polities in this committee. 
But I am inclined to think that the chances are just as good. We 
employ them here on ability only. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

The CuarrMan. I think that covers everything. And I am hoping 
we will take a recess—— 

Mr. Cuemente. Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to be unduly pre- 
sumptuous, but have you considered hiring two investigators for the 
Procurement Subcommittee? 

The CuHarrmMan. Mr. Courtney has all the staff he presently needs. 
He doesn’t have to have that authority from the committee. The 
resolution he works under gives me the authority to appoint whomever 
Mr. Courtney recommends, which I am doing. 

Now, with the understanding that we are going to have to have three 
secretaries and two additional staff members—— 

Mr. Arenps. Are the secretaries quitting? 

The CuarrMan. Yes; one is resigning and one married, and we 
have a vacancy that we haven’t filled. So that will create the three 
vacancies. 

Of course, Mr. Harlow, we are going to miss you. You have been 
my right arm. You have helped me. I certainly look forward to the 
time when I will probably call on vou, even though you are back in 
Oklahoma writing textbooks for schools. We will be calling on you. 

Mr. Hartow. Nothing would make me prouder. 

Mr. Snort. Mr. Chairman, he has not only helped the committee, 
but he has been most faithful and impartial in helping any members of 
the committee. 

The Cuarrman. We have a fine staff. I think we have the best 
staff in Congress. We are respected on the floor of the House. We 
are going to select people for their performance and not as to their 
politics. Mr. Smart has demonstrated his outstanding qualifications. 
That is the reason I asked and the committee has designated him to 
take Mr. Harlow’s place when Mr. Harlow retires. 

Now, probably this is the last meeting. I hope so, anyhow. I will 
try to get in touch with General Bradley and see when it is convenient 
for him, so we have can a briefing about the national defense. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman, are we making any trips this vear? 

The CuarrMaNn. Read the resolution, Mr. Harlow, that we adopted 
earlier in regard to a trip. 
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Mr. Hartow (reading) : 


I am designating the following members of this committee as members of a 
Special Subcommittee on Military and Naval Public Works in Europe and I am 
hoping they they will be able to leave Washington within the next week or two 
in order to inspect a report on all of the American military and naval public 
works being constructed in European countries. The members are as follows—-— 

Mr. Suorr. That should include North Africa, too. 

The CHatrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Suorr. Europe and North Africa. I would certainly include 
that. 

Mr. Hartow. Yes, sir; the committee adopted it that way. 
[Reading:] 

The members are as follows: Mr. Hardy, chairman, Mr. Green, Mr. Doyle, 
Mr. Clemente, Mr. Norblad, Mr. Gavin, and Mr. Bates. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Hardy, as vou know, is the chairman of a 
subcommittee of the Expenditures Committee so this is going to be a 
joint trip. He is going to have two or three from his committee. He 
is going to write a letter, in which I will join, to Mr. Mahon asking 
him also to designate some of his members to make this joint trip 
and report back to the committees. 

Now, of course, it may be necessary for other members of the com- 
mittee to go to Europe or go somewhere and make some investigations. 
We will try to have some work for every member if he is so anxious 
to do it during the recess. 

Now, if there is nothing further, we are going to take a recess now 
subject to-the call of the Chair. 

Mr. Smarr. One point, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. One minute. 

Mr. Hartow. Mr. Chairman, on the secretarial situation it will be 
necessary to engage temporarily if the committee approves at least 
one and probably two secretaries before the first of the year. 

The CuatrmMan. Well, one has been suggested by Mr. Cole, one by 
Mr. Durham, and one by Mr. Heffernan. Interview these three 
people and if they meet the requirements put them on effective the 
first day of December. 

Mr. Hartow. And then the full committee can officially approve 
their appointment in January. 

The CuarrmMan. And then try to get the two staff members. 

Now we will take a recess subject to call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 10:55 a. m., the committee recessed, subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 
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